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CHAPTER I

STATEMNT OF THE PROVE

The purpose of this study was to see whether differential treatment

of beginning teachers during their first year of teaching results in sig-

mificant changes in either the classroom behavior of these teachers and/

or their attitudes towards the profession of teaching.

Unlike other professional neophytes, teachers begin at the top.

The teacher in her first dy has exactly the same responsibilities as

the most able and experienced teacher on the staff. The lack of a for-

nal induction procedure for teaabers seems to some researchers to account

for the very slow rate of professional growth of teachers. For example,

Dan Lortie euemiarises the typical pattern of the beginning teachers'

orientation in three stages: (a) a year or two of struggles to get

through each day without major damage to students or self; (B) a period

of attwrpte to innovate (which usually attract unfavorable attention

from adritastrators); and (a) crystallisation into conventional prac-

tice? Thus does each wave of new teachers arrive at the same stage of

mediocrity.

In the State of Washington the State Board of Education, which has

legal responsibility for policies governirg teacher education, appointed

in 1960 a ;_iepecial committee to recommend changes in standards for the

rtie, tea. " Teacher Socialisation --The Robinson Crump
The World of inns Tuber. Report of the Nineteenth Nation-
al MS-Ciiitifiiielfastingt C.:National. Commission on Teacher Educa-
tion and Professional Standards, National Education Association, 1966. p. 59,

1
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education of teachers. This committee, the Teacher Education Standards

Revision Committee, was charged with responsibility of recommending chang-

es in the teacher education program in the State of Washington. After

a series of discussions, the committee recommended a study of the pos-

sible effects of a major change in the treatment of the beginning tea-

cher during the first mouths of service. It was the committee's opinion

that teachers adapt the procedures of other teachers with whom they

associate during these first months, and only to a small degree apply the

procedures that they have studied in their college teacher education

programs. The committee also felt that it was very possible that many

teachers form their basic attitudes towards their profession in these

first months of service. The committee reasoned tio,AG a major change in the

treatment of teachers should involve different teaching assignments

end rat& more than the usual amount of inservice help for these beginners.

Such an effort could make a greater effect on the behavior of the class-

room teacher than any other effort in the entire teacher education

program.

Another consideration was the fact that in the State of Washington

the first year of teaching is conceived of as part of the basic educa-

tion of the teacher. After four years of study in an approved teacher

education program, a teacher graduates with the provisional certificate.

The standard certificate is granted after two years of successful teaching

and an additional year of college study. Although this beginning expert -

fence is thus a part of the actual trebling program, in fact) most school

districts have merely reported the two years of experience as successful

without seriously evaluating the performance of the teacher, or making

searching recorriendattons for further training of the teacher.

)1\
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Botts researchers and practitioners strongly urge that the period

of beginning teaching should be conceived of as the critical stage in the

development and refinement of the technology of classroom teaching. For

example, the 1965 Conference of the National Commission on Teacher Edu-

cation and Professional Standards, in ilba Real World Of the Begiarziug

Teacheryn heard a variety of authorities and participants underline the

need for new directions in teacher education which would focus on some

form of internship instead of a full teaching assignment for the begin-

ning years?

At about the me time the committee was making the recommendation

to the State Board, the James R. Conant report on teacher education was

published* One of the major recommendations of the Conant report, recom-

mendation number 11, seemed consistent with the recommendation of the

Standards Revision Committee.2

The recommendation of the committee, and the basis for this project,

was that the State should undertake an experimental study to determine

whether or not a substantial reduction in the load of the 'beginning

teacher, together with intensive in-service training, might affect the

classroom behavior of these teachers and also affect their attitudes to-

ward their profession.
.47.........

1See National Education Association, National Commissior on Teacher
Education and Professional. Standards. The Real World of the Be ing Tes
cher. Report of the Nineteenth National. Tt'S o creme. n

2Conant, James B. The Education of the laserican Teacher. McGraw-
Rill Co., 1963.

.AIMIIIIIINNIVICIIIIINtagvelftalow 11111111100111111111110111111111.1101WaMs MO



OBJECTIVES AND HYPO7HESE3 OF THE slur
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The specific objectives which guided this research were:

1. To determine whether or not reduced loads of beginning
teachers would affect the classroom behavior of these
teachers.

2. To determine whether or not reduced loads would affect
the beginning teachers' attitudes towards teaching.

2. To determine whether or not intensive ineervice help for
the beginning teacher would affect their classroom beha-
vior.

4. To determine whether or not such intensive inservice
help would affect the attitudes of these beginning teachers.

Secondary and related objectives of this study were:

1. To determine whether or not personal or profesiional char-
acteristics of beginning teachers modified the effects of
reduced loads and intensive inservice training.

2. To arrive at a defensible judgement about the amount and
kind of help for beginning teachers necessary to affect
these teacher's behaviors.

3. To determine whether or not it would be administratively
feasible and experimentally reliable to have trained ob-
servers utilize an evaluative check list to appraise the
behavior of the beginning classroom teacher.

The folls-s.4 hypotheses are stated in the null form:

1. There will. be no significant diAlerences in terms of selected
aspects ol teachers' classroom behavior between groups of
beginning elementary teachers who hay a r-iluction in load
concared to other teachers who have no rt,..xed load.

2. There will be no significant differences in terms of their
opinions about teaching between groups of beginairig teachers
who have reduced load and those who have no reduced load.

3. There will be vo significant differences in terms of selected
aspects of teachers' classroom behavior among groups of be-

es 4t

4

-7-1 77---
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ginning teachers who .receive different types of inservice
instruction during released time periods.

I. There will be no significant differences in terms of their
opinions about teaching among groups of beginning; teachers
who receive different types of inservice instruction during
released time periodos,



CgAPTER III

RELATED LITERATME

Although there has been a great deal of research on teaching effective-

ness, there has not.been a great deal of study related to the major assump

tions of this project. A. major assumption of this study is that it is

feasible to evaluate teaching effectiveness by observing a teacher in the

act of classroom teaching, and further, that valid instruments exist which

are sensitive to changes in teaching behavior as observed by trained

educatom.

A study which has become a milestone in -the research on teacher eleect-

iveness was directed by David G. Ryans. Ryans concluded that:

Research (is needed) into the refinement of obscrving
and assessing techniques, leading perhaps to the dellelopment

of behavioral check lists and forced-cholue scales
to the end of pcoviding more valid behavior-in-process
criterion data.

Ryan& research was focused on pupil and teacher classroom behavior.

Over 3400 teachers were observed and rated. Reliability coefficients

were determined using paired-observers who made independent judgements,

Coefficients from .54 to .86 were obtained. The minimum sample of

teachers observed was 43.

Ryans behavior characteristics included:

IVELl Behavior

Apathetic - Alert

Obtrusive - Responsive

Uncertain - Confident

Dependent -

rommoNalan alla.,
1
David 0. Bomar niMitacte.fistids Teacberan 11.481440tOng 10914

Imericia :Council on Educatibas 1960$ pail00...-

-
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Teacher Behavior:

Partial - Fair

Autocratic - Democratic

Aloof - Responsive

Narrow - Broad

A total of four pupil and 18 teacher characteristics were used.

Biddle1 has proposed a seven variable model for determining teacher

effectiveness.

1. Formative experiences of the teacher

20 Teacher properties

3. Teacher behaviors

4. Intermediate effects

5. Long term effects

6. School and community contexts

7. Classroom situations

Approaches such as this have been studied in the past by Barr2 and

McCall?. The mode/ variables have a tendency to overlap in areas and,

due to the great amount of interaction, this type of model has not been

generally accepted by.the profession.

Some recent sttldies in classroom observation have used the approach

1

2

3

J. B. Biddle and WIlliam J. Ellena, "Contemporary Research on
Teacher Effectiveness" Chicago: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961i, pp.5-18.

A. S. Barr, "Characteristic Differences in Teiaching Performance of
Good and Poor Teachers of the Social Studies" Bloomington, Ill.:
Public: School Publishing Co., 1929.

William. A. McCall, "Ifeasurement of Teacher Merit" Raleigh, N. C.
State Department of Education, 1962.
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of studying classroom interaction. Hu. hes
1

and Flanders
2

have completed

research in this approach. Flinders developed an observation instrument with

ten categories .ftr observable interaction behaviors. Seven were deacriptive

of behavioz's of teachers, two mer of student behaviors, and one was for

silence. Ha distinguished between student and teacher patterns. Al.] cat-

egories %ere observable in terms of direct or indirect influence of the

teacher. He compared the patterns with student achievement and attitudes.

Garrison
3 working with the Stanford Secondary Education Project,

developed a teacher appraisal guide based on the Oetzel interaction model

of social, psychological, and anthropological aspects of a class situation.

Four steps of teaching were defined. Twenty-five behavioral statements

were incorporated in the four steps; the final statement being an overall

appraisal of the teacher. Garrison found significant teacher improvement

when the observation appraisal instrument was used as an improvement of

instruction device. The attitude of teachers towards observation was

improved when used to improve their teaching rather than used as a rating

device of the teacher. The reliability coefficien.ts of observer agree-

ment were consistently above .50. He concluded observers could agree on the

level of perfoirmance and that his instrument was sensitive to levels of

performance.

U
Marie Hughes,"Patterns of Effective Teaching, Second Progress Report,

Merit Study" Provo, Utah: Provo City Schools, 1961.

2 Ned Flanders, "Teacher Influence, Pupil Attitudes and Achievements

Studies in Interaction Analysis" Minneapolis: University of Minnesota,

U. S. Office of Education Cooperative Research Project No. 397. Mimeo-

graphed.

3 Harry L. Garrison, "Evaluation of Teaching and :Warning" unpublished

Ed. U. thesis, Stanford University, 1964.
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Medley and Mitzell describe other claseificatione and methods for

direct observation and appraisal of classroom interaction. Included in

these and the types of criteria investigated are:

Morin r s :2

1. Instructor verbal behavior

2. Instructor non-verbal behavior

3. Student behavior

Anderson and Brewer:3

1. Domination with evidence of conflict

2. Domination with no evidence of conflict

3. Integration with evidence of working together

4. Nervous habits of students

5. Child domination of other children

6. Non-conformance to teacher demands

7. Social contributions by the child

Mitzel and Medley:4

1. Pupil supportive

2. ?roblem structuring

3. Directive

01111.111

1 Donald M. Medley. and Harold E. Mitzel, "Measuring Classroom Behavior by
Systematic Observation.," Handbook of Educational Research, ed. N. L. Gage

Chicago: Rand 2fr,Nally and Co., 1963, p. 247-329

2 J. E. Morsh, Systematic Observation of Instructor Behavior. USAF Person-

nel Training Research Center Development Report No. APPTRC-TN-56-52

3 H. H. .Anderson and Helen M. Brewer, "Studies of Teachers' Classroom

Personalities II: Effects of Teacher's Dominative and Integrative Contacts
on Children's Classroom Behavior," Applied Psychology Zionovaph, 1945, No. 6

Donald M. Medley and H. E. Mittel, "Studies of Teacher Behavior: Refine-
ment of Two Techniques for Assessing Teacher's Cisseroottt Behaviors,' New
Yorks Board of .high Education, City .or New-Iork, Division of Teacher
Ethication, (nice of Research and Evaluation, 1955.
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4, Reproving

Jersild
1

axed others:

1. Cooperating activities

2. RAperimental activities

3. Critical activities

14. leadership activities

5. Recitational activities

6. Self-initiated activities

7. Work spirit activities

All of these studies have shown that the classroom observation approach

to the appraisal of teaching is feasible. They have asked educators what

should take place in a classroom and they have called upon educators to

interpret or evaluate what they observe in a classroom.

Another major assumption of this study is that it is both important and

possible to assess changes in attitudes of beginning teachers.

Getza Is and Jackson rarer to the itaportance of the teachees attitude

as a classroom variable by stating, "The educational impact of an Ichabod

Crane or a Mark Hopkins, of a Mr. Chips or a Socrates, is surely not due

solely to what he knows, or even to what he does, but in a very real sense

to what he is."
2

Studies of teacher attitudes include one by Callis (1950) who invest-

igated the changes that occur during teacher training and early teaching

experience. The measurement instrument used was an extension of the Deeds

A. T. Jersild et al., n An Evaluation of Aspects of the Activity Program
in the New York City Public Elementary Schools," Journal of Experimental
Education, VIII (April, 1939), 166-207.

2
J. W. Qetzels and P. W. Jackson, "The Teacher's Personality and Charact-
eristics," HandboOk of Research on Teaching, ed., N. L. Gage Chicago:

Rand Wally & Company, 1963, p. 506.
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inventory. The first six mouths of professional training produced signifi-

cant changes in the desired direction in 20 per cent of the attitudes (items)

while the first six months of experience produced significant changes in

11 per cent of '411s attitudes(items) in am undesirable direction.1

An additioaal study of the attitude change of beginning teachers after

initial teaching experience was reported by Merry P. Day. The study utilized

im part data collected byadtiniatering the Minnesota Teacher Attitude

Inventory to a group of graduates and to a group of student teadhere at

Florida State University. This was administered to the two groups before

and after an initial teaching experience. The graduates took the test

initial4 upon their return from internship teaching in the public schools.

A year later it was administered agait 4/ those who had prepared but had not

entered teachings There was a mean loss of 20.0 for those who had taught for

one year compared with a mean loss or 1.5 for the non - teaching group. The

group which was administered the Z&TI before and after internship also showed

a mean loss of Z.2. In both groups there was a shift toward less desirable

attitudes after a teaching experience.
2

Fibre than 50 other studies using attitude inventories have been sum-

marized by Oetzels and Jackson in the "Handbook of neseardh on Teaching".3

For this project the staff chose to use the semantic differential technique

as reported by Osgood and his associates. As a by- product of their work in

experimental semantics; Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum developed a new approach

and rationale for attitude measurement. Attitudes according to Osgood

110etzel and Jackson, op. cit., p. 509

2 Barry P. Day, "Attitude Changes of Beginning Teachers After Initial
Teaching Skperience," Journal of Teacher Education X, September, 190,
pp. 326-328.

3 Getzels and Jackson, op. cit., p. 508
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"can be ascribed to acme basic bipolar continuum with a neutral or zero

reference point, implying that they have both direction and intensity and

providing a basis for the quantitative indeyi.ng of attitudes".1 The semantic

differential technique for measuring' meanine is essentially combination of

controlled association and scaling procedures. The subject is provided

with a concept to be differentiated and a set of bipolar adjective scales

against which to do it. Its task is to indicate, for each item, the direction

and intensity on a seven-step scale.2

Evaluation of teachers g behavior appears likely to be affected by a

variety of variables. The research staff assumes that it is particularly

important" in measuring teaching behavior, to attempt to control, or

compensate for, as many gross variables as possible. In the "F..andbook for

Research on Teaching", Donald Campbell and Julian Stanley suggest a design

which appears to the research staff of this proposal to be applicable to

this problem.

"In Design I, matching can be recognized as a useful adjunct to
randomization but not as a substitute for its in terms of scores
on the pretest or on related variables, the total population
available for experimental purposes can be organized into carefully
matched pairs of subjects; members of these pairs can then be
assigned at random to the experimental or the control conditions.
Such matching plus subsequent randomization usually produces an
experimental design with greater precision than would randomiza-
tion along.")

ONNIMIIMINNEI

1 Charles E. Osgood, George J. Suci, and Percy H. Tannenbaum, The Iasurement
of Meaning, Urbana, Illinois: University of Illinois Press, 1957,
pp. 189-191

2 Ibid. p. 20.

3 Donald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, "Experimental and Quasi-Experi-
mental Designs for Research on Teaching", tillaxidbobk-forlosearah,.on
Teaching, N. L. Gage, Editor, Chicago: Rand, McNally and Co., 1963
P. 219.
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CHAPTER, IV

PROCFill/RE

lie Dsign of the Study
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of beginning teachers during their first year of teaching results in

significant chafes in either the classroom behavior of these teachers

and/or their attitudes toward the profession of teaching.

A pilot study was carried out in the spring of 1965 with 28 begirt-

ning teachers of the Seattle School District. The purpose of this stu-

dy was to test instruments for assessing attitudes and appraising dif-

ferent classroom behaviors of beginning teachers. The pilot study was

also intended to field test procedures for collecting the essential data

of the study. The staff felt that it was pvxticularly important to as-

sess procedures for training the observers who would visit beginning

teachers to evaluate their behavior. This pilot study was to determine

the specific instruments and the procedures to be used in collecting

the data for the experiment which was to take place in the fall semes-

ter of 1965. An additional purpose of the pilot study was to collect

data about the beginning teachers and relate these data to judgements

about their clasaroom performance. The purpose of this effort was to

determine which characteristics of teachers might be important ones to

use as matching variables in the later experiment.

Approximately 120 beginning elementary teachers were to be the popu-

lation for the experiment. In cider to eliminate many variables which

the staff judged not related to the major questions of the study, the

13



teor,hers se3.edted for the study were to be drawn from as homogeneous a

population a3 practicable. The populettion was limited to elemeutary

teachers who were women, graduates of teacher-education institutions in

the State of Washington of the preceding; June, and who were assigned to

schools cf comparable socio-economic populations. This socio-economic

population served by the schools was middle or upper-middle class.

After determining the teacher population from which the experimental

subjects were to be drawn, two characteristics of beginning teachers,

determined by the pilot study, were to be used as matching variables.

Matched teachers were then randomly assigned to four different treatment

groups.

The four groups were:

1. Group I was to be released of approximately 25 percent of

classroom teaching time. This released time was to be used

by the teacher for class preparation, and also for conferen-

ces with a supervisor who would observe the teach( Is per-

formance during the week. In Group I each teacher was visit-

ed by a particular supervisor twice a week, and conferred

with the superivsor on the basis olt this observation twice

a week. The supervisors were trained in the techniques in-

volved in using a teacher appraisal guide. This appraisal

guide was the same one used to judge performances of all of
the teachers in the study.

The research project funds were used by the school districts

participating in the study to hire experienced substitute

teachers who took over the classes of Group 1 teachers for
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a quarter of each day during the period of the experiment*

The same substitute teacher worked with the individual Group

teacher throughout the entire period of the study. In effect:
this was a miniature teaching teem.

2* Group II teachers were released from approximately 25 per

cent of classroom teaching time in the same manner as were

Grim) I teachers° The beginning teachers of Group II used

this released time for piepexation for their classes, and

twice a week visited an experienced teacher with a simi-

lar assignment° These experienced teachers, observed by

Group II sub)ects,, were selected by the beginning teachers'

prim-Ape's as being teachers expert in some teaching ep-

4.roach applicable to the classroom of the Group II teacher*

3o Group III teachers were given approximately 25 per cent

reduction in pupil load as were the first two groups.

This reduction -!n load was accomplished, however, by as-

signing the Group III teachers to classrooms with approxi-

mately 25 per cent tower pupils than the average assign-

ment of teachers in that school district for that grade

leatil. No other special treatment was given the Group III

teacher.

14. Group IV teachers were intended to be a timntrol group.

They were to receive TAO special treatment comparable to

that of Group I_ Iii or Tn. They received the orien-

tation provided other beginning teachers not members of

,/
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the study, which was the practice in the five coop-

erating school districts, They were visited by observers

and an attitude test was administered them as was the

cane with thn other thran streivn,t Tt vsln hentlei thnt f.hn

visits by observers would be sufficiently different

treatment for Group IV teachers that this would equalize

the "Hawthorne Effect" which might be axperienced by the

other teachers in the study.

Observers were trained to administer an, appraisal check list cov-

ering selected criteria for judging the performance of a classroom

teacher. These observers were to visit each teacher in teams of three

on four occasions. The first round of observations was to take place

during the first four weeks of school in the fall. The judgements

made on this round of observations were to be used as covariates in

analyses of covariance to ..ssess changes in chassroom behavior of all

teachers in the study during the experimental period. The observations

were repeated at intervals of four and one-half weeks. The last of the

four observations was made in January just prior to the conclusion of the

fall term. The observer teams were rotated so that each observer worked

with any other observer as infrequently as possible, while still visit-

ing any one teacher a minimum number of times. For purposes of scheauling

the observations, the total group of teachers were divided into three

groups. The schedule for assigning the nine observers to the three

groups of teachers for four observation rotuids is shown in Table 1

fs
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TABLE 1

SCHEME AND ROTATION OF TEACHERS AND
OBSEIVERS IN TEACHES APPRAISAL STUD!

,S./111/MOMMININNINNIUMMIIINOMMENOIIMPOMILIVA.

Teacher
Group

1

2 DEF

3 QIli

Round 1 Round 2
Ohs. Team Obs. Team

Round 3
Obs. Team

ABC ADG CEF

BE I

CFI

DGI FAC

ABH GEE

On the occasion of each observation, each of the experimental

suojects was given a questionnaire to indicate her attitudes towards

teaching. Thus there were four administrations of the attitude scale

during the study.

The data for the study, then, were the judgements of three indepen-

dent observers of approximately 120 beginning teachers on four differ-

ent occasions, and the responses of the beginning teachers to the four

different administrations of the attitude scale. These data were to

be analyzed by computers to determine whether or not there were signi-

ficant differences among the groups in terms of either classroom beha-

vior or attitudes.

The Pilot Study

Daring the upring semester of 1965, 28 beginning teachers in the

Seattle School District were visited three times by a team of three

trained observers. The observers were trained in the application of

two scalers for appraising classroom ten,ching. One was the Ryan&
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Classroom Observation Record and the other was the Stanford Teacher

Appraisal Competence Guide* Copies of these instruments appear in

Appendix A. The two forms were selected because members of the

research staff had experience in previous studies with these forms, and
Al An 114:114! Oil cum 4 +es" 6e...1 woe ^ow-A...a...2 ,..L _VI .0.00 IV IOW=NOWG; gZ, wit MINA VW antnitiO4. uraouLus ILirLuguri.a.

The trans Scale seemed to be concerned with the characteristics of the

teacher, while the Stanford Guide seemed to be focused upon the teaching

act. Previous mrearience with the Stanford form had been limited to

secondary school teachers, arc' one of the concerns of the staff was

whether or not the criteria of this Stanford form were applicable to

elementary teaching.

The 28 teachers who were the population for the pilot study were

all in their first year of teaching. Approximately half of the group

had begun teaching during the same semester as the pilot study. The

:char members of the group had begun at different times during the pre-

cedingaemester. They were chosen because they were the least experi-

enced teachers in the Seattle School System. This la& of experience on

the part of, the pilot study subjects, was considened the most important

factor in their selection. Because of the small number of available

teachers with this limited experience in Seattle, the group possessed

some characteristics which were not common to the population for the

major study in the fall. For example, the teachers were both secondary

and- eleMentary teachers, rather than being limited to the elementary

level. The teachers were also ht both sexes, and some of them had been

trained in institutions outside of the State of Washington. Bono of

the teachers in this pilot study received anycf the experimental treat-

ments designed for the major study.
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The observers trained for this pilot stcdy were a form' secondary

teacher of agriculture; a teacher trained for junior high elaseroome:

but who wan a substitute teacher in the Seattle DLetrict in the inter-

mediate grades; and a primary grade teacher etc: was a substitute tea-

ether in the Seattle system. During the training period, the staff wofieed

with other professional persona who they thought might be potential

observers for the tbudy, including supervisors of studeat teachers and

consultants to other elementary teachers. In this limited overleaps,

the staff decided that the substitute teachers recruited for this study

were somewhat more trainable than the eweienced Erepervisors. This

belief was important to the judgemente made later in attempting to re-

cruit observers for the major study.

Training included seminar sessions with Dr. Harry L. Garrison, a

Research Associate with the project, whose special field of competency

vas training of Seattle school personnel in the appraisal of classroom

behavior. Dr. Garrison's previous research included the development

of the Stanford Appraisal Guide. His major responsibility on this

project was to train and supervise the teams of observers who visited the

classrooms of the beginning teachers in the study. The process of

training the observers included visits to clasintoome of experienced,

able Seattle teachers and to the classrooms of cadet teachers. Obser-

vers, in this way, were able to study a range of behavior for the dif-

ferent criteria used in the rating tome. A need that arose in the

study was to develop materiels for training observers which would pro-

vide for repeated study of exactly the same teacher behavior. To meet

this need, the research staff developed video-taped reeordings of tea-

chore in the Pullman, Washington schools. These tapes ware used
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repeattaly throughout the project as training materials for observers'

Daring this pilot study each of the 28 beginning teachers was vie-
ited by this tam at th-oaa oheAwr-sie cu tt-see afferent coca-
steno. The visits were four weeks apart and the two instruments under

study were rotated equally among the observers and among the 28 class-
xooms

A trial form of an attitude test wao developed and tested with the

28 pilot study teachers. The attitude test was based upon the inmate

differential concept of Osgood and others. All of the concepts, which

in the staff's judgement were plEasible objects of beginning teacher

opinions or attitudes, were included in this trial instrument" Also, pairs
of adjectives were included from the Osgood material which seemed appli-

cable to these concepts in this context, This rather lengthy instrument

was to be given each of the 28 subjects on each of the three occasions

when the observers visited their classrooms. A copy of the trial foals of

the attitude scale, appears in Appendix A in underline.

The 28 teachers for the study met just before the first round of

observations with the research staff, who explained to them the purposes

and procedures of this pilot program. On that occasion each of the 28

teachers was given a questionnaire to fill out, furnishing the staff

with information about each of the subject's personal and professional

backgrounds. A copy of this questionnaire is shown in Appendix A. The

purpose of this information, as was explained above, was to collect data

which might be related to the classroom behavior of bfigiraing, teaoheze.
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It was hoped by the staff that these analyses sN)uld indicate which tlz)

factors &out the beginning teacher would be important as matching variables

in the fall stud.

a diary was kept of the experiences of the observers during training

and during the actual observations. This anecdotal record was lamnt to

serve, as a guide to the staff in the later conduct of the actual expert-

+b.

The data from the pilot study consisted then of judgements by three

trained observers, based upon two different rating scales and made on three

different occasions, as to the classroom behavior of 28 beginning Seattle

teachers. The data also consisted of these 28 teachersi responses to the

trial form of a Semantic Differential Test of attitudes towards teaching.

Results of the Pilot Study

Both of the instruments used to appraise classroom performance of the

28 teachers in the pilot study were judged administratively efficient and

capable of high reliability. The coefficients of correlation between

pairs of observers using the Ryans Scale and the Stanford Form appear in

Tables 2 and 3.

The independent judgements of the three observers, when compared on

the different criteria of each instrument, were gratifyingly highly related.

It appeared to the rlifaitIrstaff thatVii first two basic assumptions of

the study were upheld by this pilot study experience.

The data concerning observer ratings on the two instruments did not

indicate a clear preference for one of the two instruments. The three

observers were unanimous in their opinions, however, that the Stanford

appraisal guide was the stapler to administer and the mare logical to
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Taxa g

OBSERVER 0ORE14210113a IN THE PILOT
STITIff FOR THE STANFORD FORM

aisareon prochtet moment correlations*

TABLE

OBSERVER OORRELATIOle IN THE MOT
num FOR THE RIMS POEN

&Ammon pro(b2ct moment correlations,

(11011RMIIM1.1,¢
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use. Their feelings were that viewing the teaching was apt to lead to

a more objective judgement than studying the characteristics of the teacher.,

which was the focus of the In scias.

On the basis of tie abs@rvers indparnants And partly dna to the frith

that the Research Assobiate, Dr. Harry L. Garrison, had extensive experience

with one of the scales, the Stanford appraisal guide was chosen as the basic

instrument for classroom observations.

Daring the summer of 1965, Dr. Garrison, working with the observers

from the pilot study, modiZied the Stanford scale somewhat to make it easier

to administer and likely to be more consistently applied by different obser-

vers. The resulting modification of the Stanford guide is called the

Seattle Teaching Performance Appraisal Guide. This became the basic instru-

ment for assessing the behavior of the experimental subjects in the study.

A copy of the Seattle Teaching Performance Appraisal Guide Appears in

Appendix A.

The experience of the staff in training the observers for the pilot

study led to some new practices for preparing the observers who worked with

the actual experiment. One unexpected finding was that observers were found

to need repeated training throughout the study. The opinion of Dr. Garrison

and the research staff was that the appraisal technique required the obser-

ver to develop some mental models of different kinds of classroom behavior

of teachers. As the observer applied these models in appraising specific

teaching acts, subtle changes in these mental models developed; and, with

time, the criteria used by a particular observer became less and less the

criteria with which he started the observation exk.Nrience. Thus it seemed

to the staff that repeated training, preferably with video-taped record-

ings, was necessary to maintain a consistent application of the instrument.

..y
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In the judgements of the observers and Dr. Garrison, the Stanford

appraisal guide, as revised in the form of the Seattle appraisal guide,

clearly was applicable to the elementary school classroom as well as to the

secondary classroom. Because this form is based upon a model of a complete

L-
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vers see the teacher at the point where classes begin in the morning or

after an intermission during the school day. The observers found, however,

that el1 steps in the teaching act,. as developed in the Stanford form, could

be viewed in a typical classroom of an elementary teacher in approximately

one hour.

The semantic differential trial form designed to test attitudes was

administered three times to the 28 subjects in the pilot study. The

responses of the subjects were tabulated for each concept and for each pair

of adjectives designed to test attitudes regarding that concept. Table 25

in Appendix B shows the mean ratings of the 28 subjects and standard devi-

aticrus Of these means for each pair of adjectives, for each concept in the

trt ]l form.

It was the staff's jud,gement that the trial form of the attitude scale

was too long. The beginning teachers found it tedious to complete and thus

tended to mark the responses without sufficient care. In the interests of

shortening and improving the scale the staff eliminated what seemed to be

the least promising concepts and pairs of adjectives. Through inspections.

the staff eliminated concepts on which responses Undo/ group near 4.0,

and for which standard deviations wers.snall. These 0...tds of patterns of

responses suggested that attitude intensity was low. (4.0 is nneutrar

on the seven point scales) The staff also eliminated those items where

means of responses were near 1.0 and where standard deviations were amen.
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These patterns suggested that there was little range of response, and vari-

ations among cups in the (3743erimant would be small. Also, some adjective

pairs consistently *peered to lack dieciiimination power, and these were

eliminated. The staff also decided to use only concepts for which at least

six adjective pairs appeared to be promising discriminators. One of the

concepts did not meet these subjective criteria and was Ain. kept in the

final form of the scale. This concept was nteachifig as a career." The

staff left this one in the final form because it was most closely related

to the principle concern of the project in this phase of the study. The

revised form of the Semantic Differential Attitude Scale appears in

Appendix A.

TABLE 14

PRODUCT MONT CORRELATIONS OF PILOT STUD/ SUBJECTS' GRAIE
POINT WITH OBSERM1 RATINGS OF TliEIR TEACHING

(Ns26)

Grade Point Averages Correlation Coefficients With:
Ratings on
Stanford Form

Ratings on
Ryana Form

Cumulative Grade Point
average in college

GPA in Education Courses

.06

.20

-.68

.19

TABLE 5

HUN TOTAL SCORES ON TE&CBING PERFORMANCE BY PILOT STUB
SUBJECTS ACCORIZNG TO COLLEGE Ammo MAYOR

Major

Social Studies 12
Languages Arts 6
Other 8

Mean of et Scores
on Stanford Form

Mean of Total. Scores
on Ryon Form

107.75 212.25
109.16 2214

102.75 224.50

-0.1PM2.

0
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TAM 6
TEACHING PERFORNANCES OF PLOT STUDY TFACHERS COMA= TO

GRADES n STU= MACHING

At or talow Mean
of Ratings on the
rtyaus Scale

Above Mean
of Ratings on
Hyena 50010

IV in Student Teaching

no in Student Teaching
a 0

7

6

7

41111100111CANNIIM11011111111111111m

At or Below Mean
Ratings on the
Stanfor4 Scale

Above the Mean
Rating on the
Stanford Scale

l'An in Student Teaching 6 8

"BP in Student Teaching 7 5

Chi SqUare for 2 x 2 fold table, corrected for dontinuttya .11.39 (n.$)

alietry zo Oatrett, ',Statistics lin Psychology and Education ", David
Fic1Cazr Co., Inc. 1962, p. 265.

TABLE 7

TEACHING PERFOMANCES OF PILOT STUDY SUBJECTS COMPARED
TO ORME LEVEL ASSIGNMENT

Primary

Intermediate

Chi Square 207 2 x

Below Mean of !Vans
Scale Ratings

7

3

2 fold table corrected
Below Mean of Stanford

Scale Ratings

Above Mean of Ryant
Scale Ratings

7

5

continua mL AL 1 litL30.a.,

Primary

Intermediate
Chi Square is 0

7

4

11101111111111=MillMelow

Above Mean of Stanford
Scale Ratings

7

4

a Garrett, op. cit.
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Table 26, Appendix B, shwa a summary of the data ol teacher behav-

ior a related to general characteristics of the beginning teachers in the

pilot study. tro characteristics were found to be significantly associated

'with the level of teaching performance as determined by observer ratings.

The design of the project called for a matching procedure in which clus-

ters of four subjects would be matched according to two characteristics.

As the data in 'Table 214 do not suggest two variables, the staff need their

own judgements and those of members of the advisory committee to the pro-

ject to make this selection. Grade in student teaching and primary or

intermbdiate grade-16%U assignment were chosen because they were each two-

factor variables, and would be simple to apply in matching. Also, the

committee and staff judged them to be likely to be related to teaching per-

formance in a larger nipple than that of the pilot study.

Tables 14-7 show comparisons "f pilot study subjects! characteristics

with teaching performances.

One comparison, college grade point with Ftyans scale ratings, appeared

to be negatively significant. Because the other three comparisons with

grade point approached zero correlation, the staff judged this significant

correlation to be due to chance. Final ratings of teachers in the fall

experiment were correlated with grade point, however, to check on this

judgement.

The results of the pilot study then were:

1. The appraisals by trained observers of the classroom perfor-
mances of teachers were judged to be administratively feasible
and sufficiently reliable for purposes of this research.

2. The Stanford Apprairial Guides, as adapted, was juk.d easier
to administer thaz the Ryane Scale, and more likely to be
applied consistently by different observers.

3. The factors Which were selected to be used in a matching pro-
cedure for selecting experimental subjects were grade level
assignment and student teacher grade.
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h4 Thorough and repeated training of observers was judged essen-
tial for maintaining reliability in the use of the appraisal
instruments.

5. The Semantic Differential Attitude Scale was roised and short-
ened according to the relative discriminating power of adjective
pairs and concepts which were responded to by 28 beginning teachers.

Procedures in the Major Experiment

While the pilot study was being undertaken, the research staff met with

school districts in the Seattle metropolitan area to arrange the conditions

which were necessary for the experiment. Five of the largest school dis-

tricts in the State of Washington agreed to, participate in the study. These

districts were the Seattle School District, Shoreline School District,

Edtrionds School District, Bellevue School District, and Lake Washington School

District. To limit the factor of varying school district populations,

schools in the central area of Seattle were not used for the study. Those

school populations in Seattle which were used, and the four other districts,

comprise outlying residential areas in metropolitan Seattle. It was not

feasible to control the socio-economic backgrounds of the pupils in the study

to a greater degree. The cooperation of these five districts was a major

factor in the successful. completion of this research. Indirect costs borne

by these districts were a substantial contribution to the financing of the

project.

During the summer of 3.965 Dr. Harry Garrison worked with nine experi-

enced teachers who were recruited to serve as observers for the study. The

summer training period consisted of seminar discu,sions and practice in

applying the Seattle appraisal guide to video-type recorded performances

of classroom teachers.

During the same period of time the staff obtained the names of ell

beginning elementary teachers who had been hired by the five partici-
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pating districts. Data on these teachers were also collected which

included: the college from which the teacher graduat4d, the student

teaching grade, the college grade point average, the school district's

ascipment of the new teacher, the college major study, anti the mari-

tal ;statue of this teacher. These names became the potential popula-

tion from which the subjects of the study were selected.

Near the end of the sumaer of 1965, Dr. Garrison worked with su-

pervisors from the five participating districts who were involved in

the treatment of the Group I experimental subjects. These supervisors

were to observe each beginning teacher in Group I for a period of a,p-

proAmately an hour and one -half tuice during each week, using the

Seattle appraisal guide, and then were.:tocniurer with the beginning

teacher during that teacher's released time. The conference was to be

based upon the supervisor's observation of the beginning teacher. The

supervisors involved in this treatment were given similar training to

that given the observers.

The research staff met with principals and other administrative

staff members in each of the five participating school districts to

explain the project and to indicate the nature of the support that was

expected of the principal. Principals of teachers in Group II were asked

to select experienced, able teachers which would be appropriate for

the experimental, subjects
{RV

II to visit during their released

time.

Tn late August, the staff corked with the administrators of the

five school districts to make it possible to juggle class enrollments



30

eo that Group III teachers would have the 25 per cent smaller class

size which was required by the design of the study.

Just prior to the beginning of school the research staff selected

the subjects from the population of new elementary teachers. The sub-

jects selected met these criteria: They were women; they were June

graduates of Washington teacher-edecation institution; this was their

first teaching experience; and their assignment was limited to an ele-

mentary school with grades kindergarten through six. From this group,

clusters of four teachers were matched on the bases of their respective

grades in student teaching ( "A" or "B"), and their grade level assign-

ments (riiimar or intermediate). These clusters of four matched tea-

chore were then randomly assigned to oach of the four treatment groups.

The research staff then met with the selected beginning teachers

is each of the five participating districts. At these meetings the

evaff explained the purposes of the study and the nature of each group's

treatment. It was decided to be completely candid with the experimen-

tal subjects rather than to attempt to conceal the treatment of groups

other than the ones in which the; were participating. The advice :f

school administrators was that this could not be kept secret at c29

rate, and would probably be less threatening if the teachers knew the

information they would find out anyway at the earliest possible time.

The beginning teachers selected for the study were &in the atone-
:iive of remaining in th3 study or dropping out. A few of the selected

subjects asked to be dropped from the study. Last minute enrollment pro-

blems in the cooperating school districts made it impossible, for some
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other selected teachers to participate. The final number of subjects

at the beginning of the study in the fall was 105.

In each school distAct, substitute teachers ware recruited to re-

place Group I and Group II teachers during one-quarter of each school

day. Typically, the substitute teacher relieved the Group : and Group

II teacher for a period of time, either after lunch until the after-

noon break in the school day, or from that point until the end of the

school day. The same substitute teacher remained with each Group I or

/I teacher throughout the period of the experiment. Substitute teachers

did net take up their duties, however, until after the Group I mid Et

teachers had been visited the first time by teams of trained observers.

Group III teachers more assigned to classrooms which the adminis-

tration had .een able to limit to 'Pm smaller enrollment required under

the design of the study. Group IV teachers :44 not receive any of the

treatments planned for this experiment, but did participate in the regu-

lar orientation procedures held by the five districts for all their be-

ginning tetchers.

A final period of training we given the nine observers who would

visit the beginnim,eubjects. This final training included visits to

the classrooms of experienced Seattle teachers, and to classrooms whoa*

cadet teachers were doing their practice teaching° use observers also

reviewed video tapes of experiencAd teachers. The first round of ob-

cervations began one week after the fail term opened in the five dis-

tricts and continued for a two ard one-half week period this

round of observations, as in sibsequert rounds, each classroom tea her
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is the four groups vas visited by a team of three observers. The obser-

vers made their judgements independent of each other, and recorded those

judgements on the Seattle appraisal guide while they were actually in

the classroom.

Prior to this visit each teacher had received a letter informing

that of the impending visit, and also asking them to fill out an enclos-

ed copy of the Semantic Differnntial Attitude Scala. Upon leaving the

classroom teacher after the observation, the observers picked up the

completed Semantic Differential Attitude Scale.

Between the first and second round of obeervetions the nine obser-

vers went through a brief period of retraining, and were reassigned to

different teachers and as members of different teams of observers. The

plan of the project was to rotate observers so that there would be a

minimum nuMber of times when any given observer worked aith the same

observer or saw the same beginning teacher. (See Table I)

After this first round of observations, experimental treatments

for Groups I and 11 subjects were begun. Group III teachers had received

the experimental treatment from the opening of school. This was neces-

sary because there was no administrative method for reassigning pupils

after schaol started to meet the experimental conditions of a mailer

class size as required in the stoudy. Th'Ile a limitation in the study was

that the Grwp III teachere received from two to four weeks more treat-

ment than did the Group I and II teachers.

Observers visited the beginning teachers at one of three timees
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at the beginning of school in the morning, after classes reconvened

following the morning recess, or at the beginning of classes after

lunch. The team remained with the classroom teacher until they had

observed, to each observer's satisfaction, the. entire teaching act which

was the -model for the Seattle appraisal form. It a particular teaching

behavior could not be observed by an observer, he was instructed to mark

that behavior zero*

pour and one -halt weeks after the first round of observations, the

teams made a second round and also administered the Semantic Differen-

tial Attitude Test a second time. This procedure wee repeated, saws

with additional training of the obeerverup a third and a fturth time*

Final observations were completed in January, jvst before the end of

the fall school term. The schedule of observations was made so that

the interval between observations was the same for each beginning tea-

cher in the study. During the fell term, because of illness or other rea-

sons, the experimental group was reduced to 96. Tkir rather large

loss of subjects was due partly to the fact that sablects ware matched

in clusters of four. When one subject was lost, data for all four

matched subjects in the cluster had to be dropped, from the final

analysis.

The data collected from the experimental phase of the project fin-

eluded observations by three different teams of trained observers of

beginning teachers mho were Oxen four different twystmente* These obser-

vation data were ratings of ten different teaching behaviors appraised by

the throe obaervere on four afferent administrations* The data also

included four different adminietratione of an attitude scale to these
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bcsbning teachers. Them data tTere than analyzed by computers in the

Recoarch OiZice a the Mato Superintendent a Public Instruetion.
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CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF THE DATA

Introduction

The main effect to be studied was the.expdrimental treatments of three

groups of matched beginning teachers compared to a fourth matched group on

the basis of thetr classroom performances. The data collected for this

analysis were the judgements of observer teams as to ten different teaching

behaviors of these subjects. These judgements were made four times at

approximately one-month intervals.

The first step in the analysis of the main effect of the study was an

assessment of the reliability of the observer& ratings. The independent

judgements of observers who rated the same teacher were compared as a test

of reliability. To see if the ten different teaching behaviors rated were

in fact different, the combined ratings of observers for each behavior were

correlated with each of the other behaviors.

Then the observer ratings of the four treatment groups were analyzed to

see if there were differences in teaching performances among the groups.

These analyses of group differences were made for each of tie four rounds of

observer ratings.

A secondary effect of the study was to be the apparent effects of treat-

ments upon the attitudes of the beginning teachers. Teachers in the four

treatment groups esponded to an attitude scale based upon the semantic

0 /

differential technique as reported by Osgood and revised on the basis of

pilot study results. The attitude scale was administered four times at

monthly intervals. The responses of the four groups were studied to deter-

mine if there were differences among the four groups in attitudes towards

different concepts associated with teaching.

35
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The total group's ratings on the four observation rounds were compared

with grade point averages in coLleige and, separately, with grade point in

Educati.on courses.

Analysis of the Observation. Rating Procedures

Teams of three observers vieited teachers in each of the four treatment

groups. The observers made their judgements of ten different teaching

behaviors independently. There were a total of nine observers. In the four

rounds of observations, observer assignments were rotated ao that a different

team judged each teacher on each of the four rounds. Table 8 shows correla-

tion coefficients of the three Observers' ratings in each team for each of

the four rounds. In order to compare three observer scores, Pearson pro-

duct moment coefficients, which were obtained for each pair PI observers,

were converted to Fisher Z scores.1 Product moment correlations between

pairs of observers are reported in Appendix Bo

As reported in Table 8, correlations of observer judgements ranged from

.29 to .88, The total correlation of all observers on each round varied

from .38 to .82. The degree to which observers judged teachers the same way

was less than reported in the pilot study. This lesser amount of agreement

may have bean due to the greater number of observers (nine capered to

three), or to the changes in the evalUation instrument. The instrument

1 Henry F. Garrett, "Statistics in Psychology and Education!, New Yorks
David McKay Co., Inc., 1962,, pages 134, 172.
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TABLE 8

OBSERVER CORRELATIONSIBY TRW BY ROM Bl SAVIOR

1A161.11611.11.000
V VOW: V OW

Team

Behaviors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Overall

Round 1

1 .40 ..45 .52 .52 .35 .52 .49 .54 .49 .29 .46

2 .52 .55 .66 .63 .61 .65 .65 .56 .39 .46 .57

3 ;.33 .67 .58 .63 .54 .59 .61 .55 .65 .57 .59

Round 2

1 56 .75 .68 .59 .74 .67 .66 .62 .72 .72 .67

2 69 .74 .75 .75 .62 076 .78 .71 .61 .56 .72

3 24 .24 .24 .20 .32 .31 .29 .29 .31 .23 .27

Round 3

1 80 .87 .78 481 .84 .88 80 .81 .85 .81 .82

2 28 .28 .36 .35 .53 .52 .53 .29 .29 .33 .38

3 64 .60 .54 .58 .61 .58 .67 .60 .54 .58 .59

Round It

1 29 .149 .45 ,38 .63 .61 .49 .40 .40 .47 .47

2 76 .79 .77 .77 .75 .77 .76 .75 .80 .78 .77

3 .79 «86 .81 A6 .86 .84 .81 .82 .80 e82

0101111411101MINIMIlmmallmilalllic

d Correlations are from wnverted Fisher 2 seoros of Pearson is
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used in the experiment was adapted from the Stanford scale used in the pilot

study. A. third possible source of variation might be the interaction of

observers and the instrument. Inspection of the data on observer agreement

revealed that two of the nine observers accounted for most of the variations

in observws, judgements. then the ratings in which the two observers par-

ticipated are omitted (Table 9) the remaining coefficients of correlation,

especially on the fourth round, are similar to those obtained in the pilot
study.

In spite of the relatively low degree of observer agreement, calcula-

tions based upon the Spearman-Brown reliability formulal produced coeffi-

cients sufficiently high in the judgement of the project staff to warrant

further treatment of the observer data. (See Table 34)

Inter -tteei le4rrele.tione were computed 'for pairs o the to 'oche/dors.
These correlations were calculated for each of the four rounds of observa-

tions. The coefficients of correlation between teaching performances based

upon mean ratings by observers in Round 4 are reported in Table 11, The

very high correlations obtained suggest that either different behaviors

are closely related in actual. practice or observers tended to be influenced

by some behaviors when rating others.

The evaluation instrument was conceived of as ten behaviors constitu-

ting four steps in a teaching cycle. These steps combinations of

behaviors 1 and 2, (b) behaviors 3, 4 arid 5,. (0) bereaviOiejt 6; 7 and 8, and

(d) behaviors 9 and 10. Inspection of the correlations between behaviors

suggests, however, that there is little justification for seeing these com-

binations as distinct stops; in the teaching process, and considerable
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TABLE f

CORRELATIONS Ginn E= WET TW3 oBsiorstss
RATINGS IMRE OMITTED

Baltavior

1

2

3

.61

.67

.59

.61

.56

.59

.64

.63 .73

.75 .76

.71 ,68

.68

.69

.71

.79

.80

.76

.72 .77

.72 .74

.62 .67 .72

.59 .67 .73

.53 .65 .71

.81

.81

382

.80

.68

.81

.79

4I

.60 .80

,
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TABLE 10

nzaBnarz OF OBSERVER APPUISALS BY TE&
BIC ROUND BY BEMIVIOR

Behavior
Observer

Team

a

3

5 6 7

.311110131..1111M11111111111110111MOMMORMIIMMOW

Round 1

10 Overall

.67 .73. e77 .77 .62 .77 .74 .78 .714 .55 .72

.77 .79 .85 .84 .82 .85 .85 .79 .66 .72 .80

.811 .86 .81 .84 .78 .81 .82 .79 .85 .80 .81

Round 2

1

2

3

.79 .90 .86 .81 .90 .86 .85 .84 .88 .C8 .86

.87 .90 .90 .90 .84 .87 ,85 .88 .82 .79 .88

.49 .149 049 043 ,59 .57 .55 . .55 .57 .117 .53

Round 3

1 .92 .95 .92 .93 .94 .96 .92 .93 .95 093 .93

2 .54 .514 .63 .62 .77 .77 .77 .55 .55 .60 eat

3 .84 .82 .78 .83. .82 .81 .86 .82 .78 .81 .83.

ammiroWNIMIN11110.111111101111111111110111LMS.

1

2

3

Round 14

1111MMominoarmsimeam.noM111mm. vaNIFINIMOINIONIIIMMANO

.55 .714 .73. .65 .814 .82 74 .67 .67 .73 .73

.67 .92 .93. .91 .90 .91 .91 «90 .92 .92 .91

.93 .92 .94 .93 .94 Olt .914 .93 .3 .92 -.93"
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justification for intetTreting on the beil,,aavicre closely related aspects

of a general teachirz pert-nonce.

Observers were instructed to score zero for a teach behavior which

they reit they were unable to observe. One test of the usefulness of the

instruments was believed to be the pert stage of zero scores. Only 18 of

1260 behaviors, 1.142 per cent, were scored zero. These zero ratings were

judged to be an insignificant limitation to the usefulness of the instrument.

Finally: each of the nine observers and two members of the research

staff, who were occasionally used as substitute observers (one of whom was

an observer in the pilot study), were questionnaired as to their opinions

about various aspects of the instrument. A summery of their responses to

the questions which were asked appears in Table 12 These tabulations

show that the observers were nearly unanimous in their belief that the

instrument was a fair and valid basis for evr,luating teaching, and that

each teaching performance represented a distinct behavior which they felt

Oily had no difficulty in isolating during t]aeir appraisals of the begin-

ning teachers.

Anaaysis of the observers! ratings and a questionnaire to the obser-

vers resulted in the following judgements by the project staff concerning

the observation procedure:

1. Observer agreement was less than anticipated, but was judged to
be adequately reliable for purposes of tuther analysis of the
data.

2. The relatively low agreement' among observers probably produced
considerable variability of the ratings within treatment groups.

klo
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3. High correlations between mean scores of different teaching behav-
iors suggested that the different scores should be treated as
different approaches to rating one general complex of teaching
performances.

4. The observers supported the evaluation instrument and the proce-
dures for appraising teachers, This was judged to be supporting
evideuste that the procedures were valid.

Analysis of Classroom Performance

The observer teams made their first visits to the teachers in the four

different treatment groups beginning with the second week of school and

continuing through the fourth reek. The Mean ratings of these observer

tee sas for each of the ten teaching behaviors are reported for each group

in Table I) The same table also reports the F ratios in an analysis of

7ariance. No differences which were significant were found arena the

groups for any of the ten behaviors. Except for behavior number 1, the F

ratios, in fact, approached zero. Apparently the eiatching procedures and

°election techniques were effective in equating the four groups at the

outset of the study. Inspection of the mean scores shows that the average

levels of performance of the subjects were somewhat below the average to be

expected of a theoretical teaching population universe, 1.e4 14.0 on a seven

point scale,

The design of the experiment called for a procedure of adjusting such

differences as would appear in this initial round of observation through

an analysis of covariance. In the covariance analysis the means on the

initial round of observations were to be used as the control variable in

the subsequent analysis c:f differences among groups on these later observer

ratings. Thts analysis of covariance followed six steps suggested by
Lindquist.1

1 E. F. Lindquist "Design and Analysis of ItTerimeni 3 in Psychology and
Education ", Houghton Co., Boston 1956, pages 332-333.

e
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TABI 13

MAN P1MFORMANCE RATINGS OF WE MR TERMER
GROUPS ON FIRST MIND OF OBSERVATION

Teaching
Per2orrancea

21:variant Group Means

pup 1 Grotzi.1 2

1. Suitability of Goals

2* Acceptance o2 wale

3. itcplanation of Resources

h. Selecting the Plan

5. Organizing the Class

60 Classroom Control

7. Classroom Climate

8. Active Participation

9, Measuring Achievement

10. Tieing Measurement

11. Performances 1 and 2

12. Performances 3, 14 and 5

13. Performances 6, 7 and 8

lb. Performances 9 and 10

15. Performinices 1 - 10

F

(1r6aP 3 Group 14 Ratios
IMIEMCilt.SX1IIIIIVON:711,41tZtigallIMMIMIIIIIMMITSIAMONONNMOSIMMM

2.76 3.13 3,00 2.51, .78

2.65 2.63 2.80 2.61 .07

2.65 2.90 3.014 2.78 .23

2.57 S:76 2.81 2.59 .33

2.714 2.72 2.82 2.96 .12

202 2.89 2.89 2.85 .07

2.61 2.70 2.87 2.80 42

3.0/4 2.89 3.09 2.93 .09

2.72 2.92 2.81 2.48 .014

2.70 2.82 2.70 2.147 .23

2.70 2.88 2.90 2.57 , 6

2.65 2.79 2.89 2.78 009

2.79 2.83 2.95 2.86 .05

2.72 2.87 2.76 2.148 .30

2.72 2.814 2.88 2.70 .09
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Observers were re-assigned to different teams and vent through a

period of retraining before making a second round of visits to the beginning

teachers. This second round took:place four and a half weeks site., the first

round. The ratings of observers for each group and for each teaching be-

havior are reported in Table 14. Observers judged the entire population

consisting of all four groups to be inferior in performances when compared

to the initial round of observations. On the 40 mean ratings, 3e are lower

than the mean ratings made in the first round. Inspection of these data

suggests that there are no differences among treatment groups in the natterns

of change.

The analysis of covariance is shown in Table 15. As expected from the

inspection of data, no significant differences were found among the four

groups for any of the ten behaviors.

A third round of observations was made following the same procedures

which were carried out in the second round. Observer teams. judgements

are reported for each of the ten behaviors in Table 16. Inspection of

this table shows a different tendency for the mean scores to vary than was

found in the second round. Groups I and YI show consistent improvement,

while Groups III and IV remta at relatively low levels of teaching perform-

ance. All of the mean ratings for Groups I and II show gains over their

Observer ratings on the second round. In the case of Group I, nine of the

An behaviors are rated higher than they were rated on the first round.

In the case of Group II, gm= of the ten, behaviors were superior to

round one. This consistent pattern of changes was not considered to be

explainable in' terms of pure chance.

The analysis of covariance is shown in Table 17. No significant

differences were found among the four groups for an of the ten behaviors.
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TABLE 15

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCSS OF MAN SCORES AMONG

THE POUR GROUPS, EACH OF 18 SUBJECTS OBTAINED ON THE SECOND
ROUND OF OBSERVATIONS (ROUND 1 OBSERVATION RAM=

USED AS COVARIAELE)

Sce Sums of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares d..*

for Round 2 : Products. for Round 1

1. Teaching Performance: Suitability of Goals

Treatments (T)
Subjects (5)
T x S (Error; E)

011111011r111111611.

1.35
2247
95.68

2e3.7
17.10
21.54

F ratio as .063 (nee.)

3.72
45.90
81051

3
17
51

2. Teaching Performance: Student Acceptance of Goals

Treatments ( T ) 3.79
Subjects (S) 38.37
T x S (Error; It) 93.58

ollompOW 01111111111110

- .01 .36
1.61 56.49

- 2.10 95042

F ratio a .670 (no.)

3
1?

3, Teaching Perform:10A Use Of Hammes
"r-^."21=111[711111"411111.."

Treatments (T) 3.07
Subjects (S) 29.85
T x S (Error: E) 103.77

040
1.43
1170

F ratio a .493 (n.80

1.51

49.19
109.52

3
17
51

4. Teaching Performance: Selecting the Plan

Treatments (T)
Subjects (S)TcS(or :E)

1.2?
33.86
97.13

.7
16.153
23.94

F ratio 0191 (no.)

.78

49.78
99.64

3
17
51
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TOLE 15--ContimG._

Source

adsrmaneeammbeasnimaw...mM.=Z.,%aw-_

Sums of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares df
for Round 2 rstoducts for Round 1

S. Teaching Pektorierige: Organizing the Class

Treatments (T)
Subject! (8)
T x S (?error: E)

1.02
42.49

ino44

449 .445

3..26 68.06

19.80 91.07

F ratio al 1196 (noat)

6. Teaching Performance: Claes ControL

Treatments (T)
Subjects (8)
T x S (Error: 13)

1.31
49.24
05,44

.46

34.3.5

2!,84

F ratio * 0182 (nose)

68.60
81.27

7. Teaching Performance: Classroom, Climate

41.1.101w

Treatments (T) 1.67
Subjects (S) 57.74
T x $ (Error: E) 109.33

.69
29,014
30003

F ratio = .219 (1108.)

.70

57.99
100.33

8. Teaching Performance: Student Participation

Treatments (T)
Subjects (S)
T x 3 (Err. or: E)

1.31
39091

1014.140

.31

19027
17.72

F ratio go .198 (n4136)

.49

51.10
94408

4
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TABLE 15Continued

....Nammasee "We, 311MIIMIPM

anewiemnenwilli

41111411110 MIR

Sur* of Squai'es Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares df
for Round 2 Products for Round 1

90 Teaching Performance: Measuring Achievement

Treatments (T) 1.67 1619
Subjects (S) 25.77 14.37
T x S (Error: E) 94090 15.91

F ratio =a .228 (nes)

1087 3
46012 17'

82.66 51

10. Teaching Pergormance: Using Measurement

Treatments (T)
Subjects (S)
T x S (Error: E)

3.22
29.92
86.27

071
16.614

8061

F ratio .602 (nos.)

1.16
43374
86.57

3
17

11. Step One: Performances 1 and 2

Treatments (T) 8052
Subjects (s) 113.11
T x S (Errors: E) 355.02

6.52

77.78
80.39

F ratio = .286 (n4s0)

5.10
196.93 17

335.95 51

3

12. Step Two: Performances 3, 14 and 5

glIMINI1111

Treatments (T)
Subjects (8)
T x S (Error:

13.05
300.19
883.72

2,90
184.52
197.49

F ratio m .237 (no.)

11~111110

4.51 3
484.23 17
8148,68 51



TALE 15--Contimed

Source Sums of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares di'
for Round 2 Products for Round 1

13. Step Three: Performances 6, 7 and 8

Treatments (T)
Subjecrbs (S)
T x 8 (Error: E)

10111wwwmans

11.73

413.85
914068

3030
244.81
213.95

F ratio = .196 (n0s0

lit. Step Four: Performances 9 and 10

Treatments (T)
Sub,Thets (S)
T x S (Error: E)

9.11
107.12
350.03

3.81
61054
48049

F ratio = *394 (11030)

15. 4111 Performances (total)

Treatments (T) 144411
Subjects (S) 3287488
T x S (Erro4-.1 904252

76.91
2095.8,
2%7.57

F ratio = .210 (11013)

2029

509053
758012

5092
178013

331.50

42.92
5023095
8152.93

3
3.7

53.

3
17
51

3
17
51

\,
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TABLE 17

MOMS OF COVARUNOE: SIGNITICANOE OF DIBMCNCES OF 00R' S AMONG

TM MIR GROUPS, Fait OF 18 SUBJECTS, OBTAINED ON TEE
RCeND 0? OBSERVATIONS (ROUND 3. OASP2VATION RATA

USED AS COVARIAELE)

Source Sums of Sparse Sums of Cross SUMS of Squares df
for Round 3 Products for Round 3.

10 Teaching Performance: Suitability of Goals
ill1111111111111136M.

Treatments (T)
Subjects (8)
T.x S (Errors E)

9037
29*(35

86069

4011171111111110111111.

1.34
17.64
17.75

F ratio a 1.080 (nee.)

3,72
45,90
81,51

2. Teaching Performance: Student acceptance of Goals

3

51

Treatments (T)
Subjects (S)
T x S (Errors E)

7,53
3748

110004

016
2.214
3.09

F ratio = 10141 (n080

3* Teaching.Fttromances Vie.Pof.Reaoarcee

3
56,10
95,42

-111111110111011WACZNIZIONEMI!

Treatmente (T)
Subjects (8)
T x S (Errors E)

50.9
37.00
8847

IMO

.32
3010

959

P ratio a 0983 (nae)

3.;.51
49019

109.52

3
17

51

4. Teaching Performance: Selecting the Plan
aricasouftamonammisamewir

Treatments (T)
Svsbjects (8)
T x S (Errors E)

2
73

318
97.18

F ratio 0878

10.14
17027

(1148e)

.78' 3

49.78 17
99.64 51.
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TAW 17--Contimted

001frawame,MIWONIIMMANI.C.....- 11MiliaiiliallIMIIMMILI111111011111111111Mn!

Sops of Sc es Sums of Cross-
'for Roun4 3 Products for Round 1

Sins of Squares df

5. teaohine-VailOtraaxici6;_ Organizing the Glass
OILM11111411111111111IEW 71111111111MINICINIMICer

ree4ments (T) 7.34
Slib;lects .(S) 38.29
T- x S. (grvirt E) 115.;64

411111.

1.87
10.99
14467-

ratio st 1.233_ (no.)

65
68.06
91.07

Teaellivg. Performance.: Class Control

Treatments (T)
Subjeuts (S)

(Ernr: E)

5,77
39.16

12.1.60

.68
12.61
18.97

F ratio .91t9- (no.)
0/4111111111110111MINIM111111111111111111~11

33
68..60
81.27

Teachiag Pertortaneet Classroom Citrate

4011111MMEL,

3
17
51

011=e1MMIND

3
17
51

Treatments (r)
Subjects (8)
T x S (Arrort,

7.71
40040

3.011.45

- 171
15.49
25.60

F ratio 03 1.459 (nos.)

.70
57.99

100.33

Teaching Performance,t .Student Participation

Tseatps*, (T)
Subjects (8),

(2rrovt B

1111141171^

IMMINKIPt,

6.77 - .2e
3747 20.4

1-04.14 .22.53

F, ratio = 1473 (!flteze)'

3

51

449
51a0
94:a

3
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TAME 17--Oontinuod

iM111171111=1111Ir
/4111011110121111.1MINIMMILAINS411111111=Mts

Sums of Sr pares Sums of Crow- Sums a Squares df
for &rand 3 Products for Rcnmd 1

9. Teachizeg Performances Measuring Achievement
ell1111111111011111011v

Treatments (T)
Stfojects (5) 26.7?
T x S (=fort: E) 87.88

2.36
15561
15.92

F ratio e 1.076 (n.36)

1.87 3
4642 17
82.66

200 Teaching Performances Using Neasarement

Treatments (T)
Subjects (s)
T x S (Error: 13)

10.59 247
42:31 22.23
92.54 1667

F ratio = 1.778 (nova)

1416
43.74
8665?

3
17
51

11. Step Ones Performances 1 and 2

Treat rants (T)
Subjects (5)
T S (Error: 10

711111111111011.110.2,

32.99
129.31
371.53

72
55.029
8346

F ratio = 1.564 (nee.)

540
196.93
335.95

12. Step Taos Performances 3, 4 and 5

Treatments (T)
Subjects (5)
T x S (Errors E)

49013
30342
811623

- 10.65
100.26
Th7.53

F ratio a 1.222 (pas.)

3

53.

4.51
1484.23
848.68

3

SI
: 11
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TABLE 17--Continued

MINIIIMCSPINIOMM-WW01/1101r

Source Sums of Squares Sums of Croes- Sums of Squares df
for Round 3 Products

113.1101111.1MITMOIPP41

13. Step Three: Performances 6, 7 and 8

Treatmenti (T)
Subjects (3)
T x S (Errors E)

elasallineK01111111Wiesilaware

,1111111.1.0.111/111iMOMS.....-

for Round 1

7017 - 905
334.08 139.35
882022 190.38

F ratio = 1.3014 (nose)

2.29 3
509.53 17
758.22 51

114, Step Four: Performances 9 and 10

Treatments (T) 33.38 10.27 5.92 3
Subjects (3) 130.84 75.89 178.13 17
T x S (Error: E) 33945 62.06 331.50

F ratio = 1.501 (nese)

15. An Performances (total)

Treatments (T) 67179
Subjects (s) 3528:96
T x S (Error: E) 845371

- 18.37
11163o23
1875.44

F ratio 0 1.418 (neg.)

42.92
5023.95
8152.93

3

51

:1
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Apparently the total variance among the four groups was not sufficiently

greater than the variance within each of the four groups. Contributing

to this within-group variance was the relatively low amount*/ agreement

among observers which has been discussed. Also the means for the total of

all behaviors for each group ranged from 2.34 to 2.96 on a 7-point scale.

The ratings -.were thus depressed within,the'7,poiht scale to-a relattveky

small range, limiting the potential amount of variance for this analysis.

The fourth round of observations took place in January, the last

month of the gall term. The means for each, of the four groups on the

ten behaviors compared to the respective means of these groups on the

first round of observations is reported in Table 18. The three experimental

groups (I, II, and III) on this series of observations ware rated as

superior to Group IV in 28 of 30 comparisons. The degree of superiority on

the total teaching performance of Group I over Group IV was 31 per cent,

for Group II over Group IV was 26 per emit, and for Group III over Group IV

WS 58 per cent. These percentages are based upon the net gains of groups

compared to the Orcilp IV mean rating. In these ratings the lowed, possible

seem wets 100 To calculate the tree relationship of the net gains of the

groups to the mean rating of Group IV on all ten behaviors the actual mean

rating of Group IV, 2.55, was converted to 1.55. The graph in Figure 1

stows the actual relationship of these scores.

Group III was superior to all groups and considered superior to Groups

I and II by about the same degree these two groups were considered the

superior of Group IV.' The changes in rated performances on the part of

Group III between round 3 and round 4 were the greatest degrees of change

noted by observers in the °Aire study.

In terms of net-change from the beginning of the Study to-the'end

3 a

......14.1,0 444IN.

"7-

- M0,0011.1*....r*MMEMO.I.
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Figure I
Mean Ratings on All Ten Criteria

IV

Administration
Group 1: Conferences + Released Time
Group2: Visits+ Released Time
Group 3: Small Classes
Group NoTreatment
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of. the study, six of the ten behaviors, teaching performances 3 through 8,

show the most marked differences between experimental groups and Group IV,

These are the behaviors which observers judged ros y likel7 to be seen as

direct, or overt, behavior by the teacher daring the period of observations.

On these six behaviors the superiority of the experimental groups to

Group /V ranged from 28 per cent to 78 per cent of the mean Group IV ratings.

The analysis of covariance is given in Table 19. This analysis shows

no significant difference among the four groups. As in the analysis on

the thil,J round, in this final round the total variance among groups was not

sufficiently larger than the variance within groups to be considered

significant.

Summary of the Data on Classroom Performance

There are no differences in total variance among the four treatment

groups which were significant. There were consistent patterns of difference

among the groups in certain directions. These patterns are illustrated

by the graph in Figure 1 which summarizes these tendencies by showing

the means of the four groups calculated from tha total judgements of

observers on all ten behaviors for each of the four rounds. These consistent

patterns of change show:

1. Groups I and II wore rated consistently superior to Groups III and
IV at the third round of observations,

2. All three experimental groups were superior to Group IV on the
final round.

3. Group: III was superior to all of the other groups on all behaviors
in the final round..

Variations of ratings within treatment groups, the small nuMber of

subjects in the final matched group analysis, and_thelimited.range of

performance scores all contributed to the finding that variability among the



61

TABL, 19

ANaYSIS OF COVARIANCE: SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE O1 MAN SCORES MONO
THE FOUR GROUPS, EACH OP 18 SUBJECTS, OBTAINED ON THE FOURTH

ROUND OF OBSERVATIONS (ROUND 1 OBSERVATION RATINGS
USED A COVARIME).

Source Sums of Squares 0,:ms of Cross- Sums of -.1quares df
for Round 4 Products for Round 1

1. Teaching Performance: Suitability of Goals
`U111.1111.111. IMIKUM111111011111111111110111111111111111111111111r

Treatments (T)
Subjects (S)
T x S (Error: E)

8.10
31.22

110.60

_IYIlite.....1131.111111110

4.24
12.30
14.14

F ratio = 1.01 (no.)

3.72
45.90
81.51

3
1?
51

2. Teaching Performance: Student Acceptance of Goals
IMM1111111111110.1710M110

Treatments (T)
Subjects (S)
T x S (Error; E)

.001.1ffiserra.armwerameman,

5.26
50.07

125.78 410

.12
1.11

.23

F ratio = 0694 (1100

.38
56049

95.112

3
17
51

3. :Teaching Performancik Uae of Visources

Treatments (T)
Subjects (8)
T x S (Error: E)

11.9?
51.09

130.32

678

3J2.61

.59

F ratio = 1.529 (no.)

h. Teaching Performance: Selecting the Plan

14
49.19

109652

3
17
51

Treatments (T) 14077 2.12
Subjects (S) 30088 18,61
T x S (Errors E) 134,48 18.28

F ratio a 1.779 (no.)
.ffilimrpmensmaiwomml,

.78

49.78
99064

3
17

51

PI"'"01, '''A,,:mMrgts'M'rrfrg''EPPFNWWVgrr.-
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TABLE 19Continued

AwIlurana-1.-11111.1NOWINIFEk.IPCIOPMA=Mn"'

Su of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares df
for Round 4 Products for Round 1

Tesviting feieorthance: Organizing the Class

Treatments (T)
Subjects (3)
T x S (Error: E)

910
32033

146.06

F ratio

- 1.20
28.95

8.13.

= 1.065 (n.s.)

065
66.06
91.07

6. Teaching Performance: Class Control
WNW

Treatments (T)
Sub ;Sects (S)
T x S (Error: E)

3
17--
51

11.72
40.79

144089

.80
32.21
19087

F ratio = 10350 (nos ©)

7. Teaching Performance: Classroom Climate

033
68.60
81.27

Treatments (T) 11.14 1.08
Subjects (S) 36.06 214492
T x 3 (Error: E) 135041 23.38

F ratio 10369 (1108.)

.70
57,99

100.33

3
1?
53.

3
1?
53.

6. Teaching Performance: Student Participation

Treatments (T) 17.35 2.09
Subjects (s) 3675 19.96
T S (Error: E) 127029 26.55

F ratio m 20333 (ruse)

#49

5140
94.08

3
17
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TABLE 19--Cont trued

Source Sums of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares
for Round 4 Products for Round 1

a10111ww.logungimagnimpygerb#M11111111111111t

df

9. Teaching Performance: Measuring Achievement

Treatments (T) 9.0O
Subjects (S) 35.54
T x S (Error: E) 108.30

3.32
17.54
19.42

F ratio = 1.198 (n..s.)

1.8?
I;6.12
82.66

3
17
51

10. Teaching Performance: Using Measurement

Treatments (T) 15.48 2.05
Subjects (S) 52 23 13.88
T x S (Error: E) 106.09 :42.32

F ratio oo 2.373 (11.241)

1816 3
43.74
86.57

11. Step. One: Performances 1 and 2

Treatments (T) 25.78
Subjects (8) 148.45
T x S (Error: E) 44541

9.89
71095
7149

F ratio IP .836 (nos')

5.10
196.93
335.98

3
17
51

12. Step Two: Porton-maiices 3, 4 and 5

Treatments (T) 102.82 6.60
Subjicts (5) 292.25 194,19
T x S (Error: E) 3168008 102,335

F ratio so 1.460 (n.80)

4.51
484.23
848.68

3
17
51
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TABLE 19--Continued

Source

errww.xxsiammaw..autreammolowwww a

Sums of Squares Sums of Cross- Sums of Squares te
for Round 1for Round 4 Products

13. asp Three: Performances 6, 7 and 8

Treatments (T) 117.57 20.15
Subjects (S) 315.48 225.119
T z S (Error: L) 1162.96 198.43

F ratios 10685 (nbts40

14. Step Four: Performances 9 and 10
11111111111111Niceiferags.

Treatments (i)
Subjects (S)
T x S (Error: E)

46.83
166.58
411455

11*07
63.41
6203

F ratios 1,774 (nss)

15. All Performances (total)

Treatments (T) 1050.55
Subjects (S) 3441.69
T x S (Error: E) 1631.73

179.78
2051.80
1662004

F ratio = 10440 (nos.)
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groups was not significant. The consistent pattern of differences, however,

doe not apppar to the .staff to be a firidirt,whibh.oan-be attributed.:

to chance, and is thus considered to be a significant result of this analysis.

Analysis of the Data aa Teacher Attitudes

The revised attitude stale was administered to all the beginning teachers

in the study during each round of observations. The scale consisted of

seven concepts related to the profession of teaching which appeared to

discriminate among subjects during the pilot study. These concepts were

tests, teachers! meetings, school administrators, homeworks teaching work

load, grading and teaching as a career. Adjective scales were taken from

Osgoodfs thesaurus analysis. These scales were tested during the pilot

study, and those scales which appeared to be most promising as discrimin-

ators were utilized. Particular adjective scales varied somewhat from concept

to concept, depending upon the evidence obtained in the pilot study, The

revised scale appears in Appendix B.

The first adminiatration of the attitude scale, during the First round

of observations, took place between the second and fourth weeks of school.

Each subject was mailed a copy of the attitude test before the observation

team's first visit, At the conclusion of the observation the team picked up

the completed attitude test from the subject. The same procedure was

followed In the later administration of the test.

Mean scores and standard deviations for each treatment group of begin-

ning teachers for each adjective pair on each concept are reported in

Table 28 in Appendix B. The same table shows these data for all four

administrations of this semantic differential attitude scale. It scores
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aae.falte

indicate relatively high or favorable altitudes, and high scores indicate

low or unfavorable attitudes.

The initial assessment of attitudes indidtted a generally favorable

feeling towards the profession of teaching. On the seccnd administration

of the attitude tests four and a half weeks after the first administration,

most of the mean scores of the groups were in the negative direction.

(Table 20) There was not much net change in attitude by the entire popula-

tion of the study after the second administration. Al possible exception

was the changes in attitudes reflected towards the concept, "Teaching

Work Load". The beginning teachers showed a strong negative change towards

this concept on the second round of appraisals, followed by a strong positive

change on the third round of administrations.

Table 23. reports the net changes in attitude from the first to the last

administration of the test by treatment groups. Only members of Group II

changed their responses to the attitude scale in a positive direction.

Group Il attitude scores were slightly lower than other groups at the

beginning of the study, which may account partly for this diffarence in

pattern of attitude changes.

Table 22 shows the analysis of variance of group mean scores on the

attitude scale when data for all fonr rounds are grouped. Signitisaut

differences between rounds, or administrations, were found for two of the

seven concepts. There were no significant differences among treatment groups.

The significant F ratios between rounds, together with results of simple

inspection of the direction of attitude changes, suggest that there was

a significant tendency fsr all the beginning teachers to show more negative

attitudes toward teaching after the first month of experience.

The F ratios obtained for each round in the analysis of variance among
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TABLE 20

ras.". i-;1;ward
-4. -

DIRECTION OF ATTITUES CHANGES BY TREAD= GROUPS MOM ON FOUR

!MINISTRATIONS OF THE SEMANTIC IEFFERENTIAI way,

Concept

1. Tests

2. Teachers t
Meetings

3. School Admin-
istrators 9 19

4. Homework 8 22 18

From Round 1 to 2a From Round 2 to 3 From Round 3 to 4c

No. Neg-
ative

6

14
HQ

13

is

5. Teaching Work
Load 3

64 Grading 11 14

7. Teaching as a
Career 6 18

23 20

allo changes 9 comparisonti

18

8

17

17

16

17 15

al Sett 13

8 17

314 18 1

9 k 16

3.6 12 11

No changes 3 comparisons °No changes 14 comparisons

TABLE 21

NET CHAIM. IN ATTITUDES FROM THE BEGINNING TO THEE ND
OF THE STUDY BY THE FOUR TREATMENT GROUPS

CirouP

Group I

Group Il

Ch-oup III

Group IV
1

Direction of e of Attitude on Ad ective Pairs
Negative Positive NO Change

39

214

143

39

r

esstrawear. ININammisomme41,0481PIIMNIsz

11

27

7

9

rY

1

3
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TAKE 22

AMYSIS OF 111.'i-9itt:Chl ELIO/7G SUBJECTS =MD FOILI TILt'ailEirr GROUPS
ON FOUR ROUNDS OF THE SEMATIC DIFFEREITTL'IL ATTITUDE TEST

1.14[N11117111=1.111111cKs.4611..06.-

Source of Variance Sums of Squares Mean Squares df F ratios

1. Concept: Tests

Treatments (T)
Rounds (R)
Subjects tested with-
in Treatments (S:T)

Treatments x Rounds (TR)
Rounds x Subjects (R S:T)

2914.80
76.80

8,208.90
117.20

30558.20

98.27
25.60

89.23
13.02
12.89

3
3

92
9

276

2. Concept: Teacheris Meetings
or onslara Mow En

Treatments (T)
Rounds (R)
Subjects tested witty-

Treatments (S:T)
Treatments x Rounds. (TR)
Rounds x Subjects (FE S:T)

520.20
188.70

16,704.90
112.70

4,820.80

173 a40
62.90

181.58
12.52
17.147

1.10!
1.99'

3 .95au
3 3.60:1*

92
9 72C

276

3. Concept: School Adnistrators

Treatments (T)

Rounds
Subjects tested with-

in Treatments (S:T)
Treatments x Rounds (TR)
Rounds x Subjects (R S:T)

339.90
130.90

7,099.60
93.90

3,063.50

113.30
43.63

770.7
10.43
11.10

3 1.474%.7.
3 3.93u*

92
9 4940

276

a FT MST

S :T

26RS:T

FT ESTR

BSR:ST
Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 22-Continued

la=r-acm-szcz=

AOow= VA oquisrua raossi otautwurs UA

4e Concept: Homework

11110111011111111111111111l .111111110111

mR rowan;
mill10,ftra

Treatments (T)
Rounds (R)
Subjects tested with-
in Treatments (S :T)

Treatments x Rounds (TR)
Rounds x Subjects (R S:T)

232490
73.20

17;095.800
69.2

5,099.98

77.63
24.40

185.32
.69

18.48

5. Concept: Teaching Work Load

Tran_tments (T)
Rounds (R)
Subjects tested with-
in Treatments (S:T)

Treatments x Rounds (TR)
Rounds x Subjects (a SO)

3 .42a

3 .3213

92
9 .42c

276

NIMINNalllgf 21011.1M0

567110
70.60

13.366.60
87060

3.597.20

=1.112111111e0,

6. Concept: Grading

Treatments (T)
Ito:nide (R)
Subjects tested with-
in Treatments (S :T)

Treatments x Rounds (TR)
Rounds x Subjects (It S:T)

607.00
63.10

14877020
256.90

6,054.20

189a 2O

23053

145.29
9.73

13.03

3 1.3011
3 1.81°

92
9

276

`101111=1:11MINiiiIIMIN 411

202.33
21.03

183.16
28.54
21.94

.750

3 1.10a
3 .9611.

92

9 1.300
276

7. Concept: Teanhing as a Career

Treatments (T)
Rounds (a)
Svabjecte tasted with-

in Treatments (S :T)
Treataguts x Rounds (TR)
Rounds x Sables-VS' (it 8:4

132.90
34c50

4.181.00
63.90

1,405000.

....411.rgi

44030
31.50

45.45
7.10
5.09

3
3 20260

92
9 1039°

276
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the four treatment groups, is shown in Table 23. This table eeems to thaw

that differences among the !our groups as to attitude were slightly more

pa mown not eignificantly, at the beginning of tae study and less so

a
visesvasxo UJJAJ WA. was Puugy.

Inapeotion of Table 25, Appendix 8, shows that there was little net

change in attitude.during:tLe merlod of the study. Only 15 of 204 group

mean scceea on differsnt e4jactive peke of the seeen concepts tested

changed byes much as half of a point on the seven point scale used in the

semantic diff arential attitude tests

The data obtained txta the semeatie differential attitude scale do not

appear to show sigekttlicant differences which are related to the experimental

treatments a the eahjtcts in this etedy.

Oharacteriatics of Teachers %slated to Performance

Two cheraoterietics of the suWects in the study were correlated with

teaching perfornalece. These characteristics were camulative grade point

average earned in the bachelor degree program and the grade point average

of courses in Education, The two averagas were correlated with the

mean ratings of *server teems on each of the ten teaching behaviors

evaluated in the study, Table 2t reports these correlations for the final

round of observationo. Both sets of correlations show slightly negative

relationships, although for practical purposes these correlations approach

zero. There appears to be no correlation of grade point earned in college

with performance as rated by trained observer teams. Other data regarding

characteristics of beginning teaehers which might have been related to

performance in this study resulted in such small sub-groups, ;tat no

practical purpose seemed likely to be served by further analysis.
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Summary: The Evidence as to the major Hypotheses

ftgavis 1 was that there would be no differences in selected aspects

of classroom behavior betweam groups of elementary teachers who have a

-AAA- _1_2_ IL
a- clu Aga 1.14 'uraiipaa-lakt livJAriZe. gYetaki2 3ftlereil 120 litem-54.ons ALl. three . tatil

experimental groups were given a reduction in load. Compared to Group IV

teachers, Group III teachers had 25 per cent fewer pupils and Groups I and

II teachers met their pupils for 25 par cent less time during each day.

The analysis of covariance supports the hypothesis in that no signi-

ficant differences among groups were obtained. The observed patterns of

differences would reject the hypothesis in that 28 out of 30 comparisons of

Groups I, II and III teachers with Group IV an the final round of appraisals

of classroom performance showed that each of the experimental groups were

superior to the control group.

The research staff believed that the consistent findings showing superior

classroom performances by teachers with reduced loads, together with the

relatively lazge percentage differences betwen mean scores, cannot be

explained as being likely to result from pare chance. The staff judged

that the weight of evidence would reject the hypothesiss, but that others may

judge differently frail these same data.

l&p...atotsis2 was that there will be no significant differences in

attitude between groups of elementary teachers with remitted loads and those

with no reduced loads. Again the comparison to test the hypothesis wes

between Groups I, II and III with Group IV. The analysis of variance

produced no significant differences, neither were there observed patterns

of differences. Regardless of load, beginning teachers tend to change

their attitudes twards teaching in a negative direction during the first

five months of school. Hypothesis 2 was not rejected by the ev.ix!ancer



72

TABLE 23

F RATIOS PROM ANALYSES OF VARIANCE AMONG TREATMENT GROUPS M EACH OF
FOUR AZNINISTRATIONS OF THE SEMANTIC IEFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE TEST

(N1.492 F of 2.72 required for .05 level of significance)

11111113101111/411111111411111841paromemluft..

Concept

vww
.PWINIMV~WOMMWMPWMaa-a.Allieptiorirtliera.111.0a1 ,alwore

F Ratios

1. Tests

2* Teachers1
Meetings

3. Admin!-trators

4. Homework

5 Teaching Work
Load

6. Grading

7. Teaching as a
Career

2.23 1 0 6

.62

1.07

.214

'79.
.86

.47

.51

.48

1.20

.99

.92 .37

mkoneuel*,syy,op
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TABLE 2L

CORRELATION COMMCI OF ALL-COLLEGE GRAZE POINT ADAGES AND
EDUCATION COURSE GPA WITH FINAL RATINGS OF TEACHING PERFORMANCES

manimminel11111Nt-

Teaching Performance L' with Edication
Course GPA

M11111.4.

/11011.111111111

1. Suitability of Goals

2. Student Acceptance
a Goals

3. Use a Resources

14. Selecting the Mail

5. Organizing the Class

6. Classroom Control

7. Classroom Climate

8. Student Participation

9. Measuring Achievement

10. Using Measurement

Total, 1. - 10.

-.12 -.09

-.13 -.07

-.11 -.03

-.11 -.08

-.15

-.07

-.15 -414

-.12 -.03

-.16 -.10

-.13 -.08

-.07
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am...je.sloti was that there will be no significant differences in

terms of selected aspects of classroom behavior between groups of beginning

elementary teachers who rece!.ved different types of inservice instruction

during released time periods. To test tUs hypothesis, Groups I and II were

compared. Neither the analysis of covariance or the inspection of patterns

of difference:; produced evidence which would reject this hypothesis.

breptjagi..eli was that there will be no differences in attitudes

betwen groups of teachers who received different types of inservice instruc-

tion &ring released time periods e Analysis of variance showed no diff-

erences in the semantic differential attitude scale between Groups I and II.

Group II differed srmewhat from Group I (and also from Groups III and IV)

in that teachers of Group II si:owed more evidence of change in attitude in

a positivo direction during the peviod of the study. The net changes in

attitude, positive or negative, did not appear to be large, and the research

staff judged that the evidence of the stuc, supported, rather than rejected,

Hypothesis h,
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CHAPTER VI.

,:..O*101110.74111011MMWcAMAilitOM- I
E

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AHD SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

This study was an attempt to see whether experimental treatments involving

reduced loads and intensive insorvice instruction would affect the performances'

and attitudes of beginning teachers. The treatment were chosen because

an advisory committee to the research project believes' in the efficacy of

these treatments on the bases of their respective backgrounds of experience.

The 25 per cent reduction in load and the inservice instruction which was

given twice a week over a period of one semester as treatments to experimental

groups of teachers consituted rather gross variables. It was hoped that

these treatments would be sufficiently powerful to be reflected in changes

in behavior, but the treatments were deliberately kept to a moderate degree

of intensity in hopes that the project staff could make judgements as to the

feasibility of administering these treatments. Questions as to cost of the

treatments and the degree to which the education of teachers would be

prolonged were factors considered subjectively in setting the intensity of the

experimental treatments.

The project staff hoped to conclude from the data of the study tr what

extent an internship program for career teachers would be juatified. The

practical purpose for the study, then, was to determine the degree to which

internship programs, based upon the experimental treatments in the project,

would bring about changes in behavior which were proportionate to the cost

and effort expended. The staff also hoped to be able to identi4 questions

which would be important to study with more refined research designs.

The measures of performance and attitude used were chosen because they

seemed likely to reveal changes in behavior and would yield reliable data for

comparing subjects. The purpose of the instruments used was to identify

differences among subjects, rather than to help them improve their teaching.

75
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The observation check list is not claimed to be a valid way of assessing

the entire teaching act, tmt was chosen because it seemed a promising tool

for appraising a sample of a teakiherts classroom skills. The semantic

differential attitude scale was seledted because it was easily administered

and other studies suggested it could be sensitive to differences among

subjects on concepts which, seem to reflect attitudes. Finally, the evaluation

instruments were chosen partly because different members of the advisory

committee had experience in other atudiev with these inst'umeuts.

The experience in this study with the appraisal technique's used to

evaluate teachers' performances suggests that experienced teachers can be

trained to use an observation check list and arrive at a fair degree of

agreement with other such trained observers: Judgingtrom thderatinge of

groups of teachers by teams of observers, the trained *server tends to see

different behaviors defined in the check4ist as different ways of judging

one, general teaching performance. Also, two of the observers in the study

rated teachers somewhat differently than the other seven. A limitation to

this appraisal procedure is the possibil:i.ty that some observers will lifter

from the majority depending upon personal characteristics which are not

known to the staff of this project.

A possible subject for further study would be tae extent to which

dif:%sett kinds and amounts of professional experience affect observers/

appraisals of teaching performance.

The observers in this project were trained in seminar sessions with

Dr. Harry Garrison, who helped develop the Stanford Teacher Competence

Appraisal Guide and who adapted the Stanford guide in the form used for this

project. The observers then practiced using the checklist in observations of

experienced, able Seattle teachers and 3.n observations of student teachers

from colleges lathe Seattle area. In this way they were able to see a range

1
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of teaching behavior. They also practiced by using the checklist to evaluate

teaching behavior which had been videzietaped. In this way they were able

to test their judgements by comparing them with other observer3.

At the start of the project, the observers rated the beginning teachers

somewhat below what they conceivel to be aveeage for teachers in general.

After about a month, the observers rated these teachers a second time and

feend they performances tte be lower than on the first round. These lower

ratings were reported for all teachers regardless of treatment. The group

of beginner teachers who reoeived no special treatment remained at this low

level of rated performaLce throughout the period of the atudy. TWO of the

three groups reeeivine treatments showed marked improvement on the third

round of appvaivale. The everimental group which showed no improvement on the

third round se rated the highest of all on the fourth and final round. At

e conclusion of the stley all three treatment groups were considered

superior to the no-treatment group on 28 of 30 comparisons. The differences

between means of each of the three experimental groups and the control croup

on total teaching wformancewerebetween 26 and 58 per cent of the control

gresilis. wear score.

In spite of the large and consisteat apparent differences between

coups, analysis of covariance ehowed that these differences were not signif-

icantly greater than the variance within groups. One reason for this was the

shrinkage in the sing of the sample. SUbjecte were assigned to treatments

randomly after being matched in sets of four subjects. Then one subject was

lost becaltee of illness or some other reason, the project lost that sabjectls

counterparts in each:iof the ether groups. By the end of the study for

analysis purposes there were 18 subjects in each group instedd of the" 26 in

each group who actually were appraised in the first round of observations.

Another reason for the lack of significance in the anal sins of covariance

'4?
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was the variation in observer ratings within the different team. Some

agreement was obtained but the correlations between observers were lower than

hoped. Ancther reason for lack of significante ninniwar4m ARoPLit the mum4Nyv.i.c. of

was that two of the experimental groups tended to achieve mean retinas

which were almost the same, Thus variability among all four group was limited

by the fact that experimental groups were not different from each other,

even though there ware large apparent differences between these groups and

the control group.

Althoughiall three of the experimental groups were rated superior to

the control group by the end of the study, there were apparent differences

among the three emparimertiWa groups. Two of the experimental groups received

intensive inaervice help in addition to reduced leads. The third group

received only reduced loads in the form of fewer pupils. At the third round

the groups with inservica treatments appeared to be markedly superior to both

the control group and the other experimental groups At the final round,

however, the group with only reduced loads as treatments was about the sans

amount superior to the two Jr:service grove as these two treatment groups

were superior to the control group. WITOroup III the small-class group,

made a udder) movement in toaching-perfOrmance is not clear.

Bias on the part of the observer teams was considered as a possible

explanation for the high final. Group III scores. Although the observers were

not told to which group ar of the beginning teachers were assigned, they

could have identified Group III subjects by noting the relatively small

oumbers of pupils in these teachers= classes. If this knowledge *cold have

been reflected in biased ratings, it is still difficult to reconcile the fact

that observer teems consistently rated Group III teachers lowfor three

rounds and then high on the last round. There seems no reeson for a chengs

in bias& if such existed.
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The pattern of improvement in teaching perfortee.ece on the part of the

treatment groups receiving both inservice help and reOuced loads suggests

the Amor change resulting from this treatment occured in the first four

months and liVele change occurred after that. (Figure 1) This pattern

suggests an intensive internship type of treatment for beginning teachers

during the fail of the first year of experience. The Group III pattern,

however9 is inconclusive as to the amount of time necessary for intensive

treatments rom the evidence in this study, we have no wsq.:elf, predictiet the

2 evel or teaching behavior on the part of Group III after January. A longer

study would be necessary to determine if the apparent high levels of perform-

ances of Group III teachers would be sustained. Irby having small classes

was not effective in raising levels of teaching performance for four months,

_ad suddenly became effective is not clear. There seems no =planation,.

however, -other than the change in behavior by Group III teachers was related

to sma.U. clams. Inspection of the patterns of changed teaching behavior

on the part of the experimental groups suggests that an internship program

should be extended for at least a semester and probably for the first year.

The amounts of intensive treatment in the form of inservice instruction,

however, might be reduced in the second semester.

The attitude changes of the teachers in this study did not appear to be

of very great magnitude. There were significant changes in a negative

direction after the first month of school. An the treatment groups indicated

a more negative attitude towards school-related concepts -on the second

administration of the attitude scale than on the first administration.

This lower level of attitudes was maintained throughout the remainder of the

stud. Changes in attitudes, however, did not appear to be related to

treataients.
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Success of the teacher in courses while at college does not appear to be

related to teaching performance. This seems to be true both of the over-an,

academia performance of the teacher while at college and those courses

which were part of the professional education requirement. Correlations

of grade point and teaching performance aa ...vv.. tog ..vo, dbfrarier tfialii were

consistently negative, but not to a significant level.

In the judgerant of the: staff the change ittclasaropm.perfoximance it the

experimental groups and the lack of change on the part of the control group

justify the development of a plan for internship as training for career

teacher in the elementary scbool. in spite of the grass character of the

experimental variables and the difficulty of controlling all factors which

might have affected the results of the study, the general findings about

teachers' behavior were such that the staff fr./As that it is highly unlikely

that varianles other than the treatments administered to the experimental

groups could have accounted for the observed differences.

Questions for Further study

1. Will the advantage in teaching skill apparently demonstreated by

teachers in the experimental groups of this study be observeable at the end of

one academic year; at acne point during the second year of teadhing?

2. Will a combination of sull clams size (Group III treatment) and

intensive inservice instruction of a type comparable to that adminiatered

to Groups l and II contribute to a level of teaching higher

than that achieved by teachers given either of the three treatments in

this project?

3. Will the general conclusions of this study as to the efZects of

reduced load and inservice instruction apply to beginning secondary teaclAars
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as well as elementary teachers?

4. Would recommended treatments other than those administered to the

subjects of this study contribute to similar or different levels of teaching

ratInvennna?

5. Will beginning teachers given an internship experience similar to the

everimental treatments in this study remain in teaching longer than the

average -4eginning teacher, or otherwise demonstrate a high level of committ-

gent to the profession of teaching?

6e What special conpetencies amd experiences are required for the person

who provides intensive inserViee instrnotice.tc the beginning tamable

7. It Altura teachers while in college are given systematic instruction

and practice in demonstrating the specific behaviors evaluated in this study,

will they then demonstrate these behaviors at a significantly higher level

than comparable beginning teachers?

sT,
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RYAMS' CLASSROOM OBSERVATION RECORD

Class or
Teacher ect Date

Observation No. School Time Observer

PAM BEHAVIOR REMARKS

1, Apathetic 1 2 4 5 6 7 N Alert

2. Obstructive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Responsitle

3. Uncertain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Confident

4, DeiNendent 1 2 2 4 5 6 7 N Initiating

TEACHER BEHATJOR

5. Partial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Fair

6. Autocratic; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Democratic

7. Aloo" 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Responsive

8. Restricted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M Understanding
.APIIMMIMINIMMINNINIMMANNIIMMONTAIMIC

9. Harsh 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Kindly

10. Dull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Stimulating

11. Stereotyped 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Original

12. Apathetic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Alert

13. Unimpressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 Attractive

Evading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Responsible

15. Erratic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Steady

16. ENcitable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Poised
1111111411111=1111100IMPOINICIDeirMUMEWWOMMO

170 Uncertain 123456 7 Confident

10* Disorganized 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Systematic

19. Inflexible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Adaptable

20. Pessimistic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Optimistic

21. Immature 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N integrated

22. Narrow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Broad
NINIMMUMM
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GLOSSAPY

(To be used with Ryans' Classroom Observation Record)

PUPIL BEHAVIORS

1- Apathetic-Alert Pupil Behavior

Apathetic Alert

1. Listless 1. Appeared anxious to recite and
2. Bored-acting parttcipate
3. Entered intq activities half- 2. ',latched teacher attentively

. heartedly 3. Worked concentratedly
4. Restlesb, 4. Seemed to respond eagerly
5. Attention wandered 5. Prompt and ready tc take part in
6. Slow In getting under way activities when they begin

2. Obstztesuiisible Pupil Behavior

Obstructive Responsible

1. Rude to one another and/or to
teacher

1. Courteous, cooperative, friendly
with each other and with teacher

2. Interrupting; demanding attrition;
disturbing

2. Completed assignments without
complaining or unhappiness

3. Obstinate; sullen 3, Controlled voices
4. Refusal to participate 4, Received help and criticism atten-
5, Quarrelsome; irritable tively
6. Engaged in name-calling and/or 5. Asked for help when needed

tattling 6. Orderly without specific directions
7. Unprepared from teacher

7. Prepared

3. Uncertain-Confident Pupil Behavior

Uncertain Confident

1. Seemed afraid to try; unsure 10 Seemed anxious to try uev problems
2. Hesitant; restrained or activities
3. Appeared embarrassed 2. Undisturbed by mistakes
4. Frequent display of nervous habits, 3. Volunteered to recite

nail-biting, etc. 4. Entered freely into activities
5. Appeared shy and timid 5, Appeared relaxed
6. Hesitant and/or stammering speech 6. Spoke with assurance

A
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4. Dependent - Initiating Pupil Behavior

Dependent

1. Relied on teacher for explicit 1.

directions 2.

2. Showed little ability to work things 3.

out fur selves 4.
3. Unable to proceed when initiative

called for
L. Appeaeed reluctant to take lead or

to accept responsibility

Partial

Initiating

Volunteered ideas and suggestions
Showed resourcefulness
Took lead willingly
Assumed responsibilities without
evasion

TEACHER BEHAVIORS

5. Partial-Fair Teavher Behavior

1. Repeatedly slighted a pupil
2. Corrected or criticized certain

pupils repeatedly
3. Rflmatedly gave a pupil special

advantages
4. Gave most attention to one or a few

pupils
5. Showed prejudice (favorable or un-

favorable) toward some social,
racial, or religious groups

6. Expressed suspicion of motives of a
pupil

rain
WINNIMONI0

1. Treated all pupils approximately
equally

2. In case of controversy pupil al-
lowed to explain his side

3. Distributed attention to many
ouoils

40 Rotated leadership impartially
5. Based criticism or praise on

factual evidence, not hearsay

6. Autocratic-Democratic Teacher Behavior
.11/4111111111=1111111111111111111011.11111110111111111

Autocratic

1. 'fold pupils each step to take
20 Intztarant of pupils' ideas
3. Mandatsry in giving directions;

orders to be obeyed at once
4. Interrupted pupils'although their

e 'icussion was relevant

5. Always directed rather than parti-
cipated

Democratic
01111111.1111101111111111111.F.111111111111111111

1. Guided pupils :ithout being man-
datory

2. Exchanged ideas with pupils
30 Ercouraed (asked for) uupil opin-

ion
4. Encouraged Apils to make own

decisions
S. Entered into activities without

domination

7. Aloof-Responsive Teacher Behavior

Aloof Responsive

1. Stiff and formal in relations with 1. Approachable to all pupils

pupils
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2. An=rt; romo ed from class activity 2.

3. Condescending to pupils 3.
4. Routine and subject matter only con-

cern; pupils as persons ignored 4.
S. Refmrred to pupil as "this child" 5.

or "that child" 6.

7.

S. Restricted-Understanding

Restrlatet

1. Recognized only academic accomplish- 1.

Rents of pupils; no concern for per-
sonal problems 2.

2. Completely unsympathetic with a
pupil's failure at a task 3.

3. Called attention only to very good
or very poor work 4,

4. Was impatient with a pupil

Harsh

Part4^4.,2tAA In 4"1=42e 2^tiv4ty

Responded to reasonable requests
and/or questions
Spoke to pupils as equals
Commended effort
Gave encouragement
Recognized individual differences

Teacher Behavior

Understana

Showed awareness of a pupil's per-
sonal emotional problems and needs
Was tolerant of error on part of
pupil
Patient with a pupil beyond ordiw
nary limits of patience
Showed what appeared to be sincere
sympathy with a pupil's viewpoint

9. Harsh-Kindly Teacher Behavior

1. Hyparcritical; fault-finding
2. Cr.ss; curt
3. ir3nreciated pupil's efforts; was

sarcastic
4. Scolded a great deal
5. Lost temper
6. Used threats
7. Permitted pupils to laugh at mis-

takca of others

Kindly,

1. 'lent cut of way to be pleasant and/
or to help pupils; friendly

2, Gave a pupil a deserved compliment
3. FOund go4.4 things in pupils to call

attention to
4. Seemed to show sincelli concern for

a pupil's personal problem
S. Showed affection without being

damonstrative
6. Disengaged self from a pupil with-

.

10. Dull - Stimulating

out bluntness

eachar Behavior

Dull sea
1. Uninteresting, monotonous explana-

tione
1. Highly interesting presentation;

got and held attention without
2. Assignments provi4ed little or no being flashy

motivation 2. Clever and witty, though not smart-
3. Failed to provide challenge alecky or wisecracking
4. Lacked animation 3. Enthusiastic; animated
5. Failed to capitalize on pupil :1- 4. AssiRnments challenging

terests 5, Took advantage of pupil in erects
6. Pedantic, boring 6. Brought lessor successfully to a
7. Decked enthusiasm; bored-acting climax

7. Seemed to provoke thinking
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11. Stmotxped-Orianal Teacher Behavior

StereoC..

Used routine procedures without
variation

2. Would not depart from procedure
to take advantage of a relevant
question or situation
Presentation seemed unimaginative
Not resourceful in answering ques-
tions or providing explanations

Orifita.

1. Used what seemed be original
and mlatively unique devices to
AS ' ;fibtpuction

2, Tried nw materials or methods
3. Seemed imednative and able to

develop presentation armund a
question or situation

4. Resourceful in answering questions;
had many pertinent illustrations
avallablo

12, Mmtic.±........lerAltTeacher Behavior

atatta Alert

1. Seemed listless, languid, lacked
enthusiasm

2. Seemed bored by pupils
3. Passive in respows to pupils
4. Seemed preoccupied
5. Attention semed to wander
6. Sat in chair most of time; took no

active part in class activities

1. Appeared buoyant; wide-awake;
enthusiastic about activity of the
moment

2* Kept constructively bum/
3. Gave attention to, and seemed in-

terested in, what was going on in
class

4. Prozpt to "pick up" class when
pupils' attention showed signs of
lagging

13. Unim ressive.Attractive Teacher Behavior

le Untidy or sloppily dressed 1.
2. Inappropriately dressed 2,

3. Drab colorless
4. Pcsture and bearing unattractive 3.

5. Possessed distracting personal 4.

habits
6. Mumbled; inaudible speech; limited 5,

empreasion; disagreeable voice tone;
poor inflection

Attractive

Clean and neat
Well-groomed; dress showed good
taste
Posture and bearing attractive
Free from distracting personal
habits
Plainly audible speech; good ex-
pression; agreeable voice tone;
good inflection

14. EvIdlearagmEe.14 Teacher Behavior

Evading Res 3 b 2

1. Avoided responsibility; disinc/ined 1. Assumed responsibility; made de-

C "

to make decisions cisions as required
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2. "Passed the buck" to class, to othoT 2.

teachers, etc. 3.

3. Left learning to pupil, failing to 4.

give adequate help 5.

14 Let a difficult situation get out ** 6..4

of control 7.

5. Assignments and directions indefinite 8.

No LaSiiiteriCe OB either indiVidUal

or group standards . 93

7. Inattentive with pupils 10.

B. Cursory

Erratic

Conscientious
Punctual
Painstakincz; careful
Suggested aids to learning
Controlled a difficult situation
Gave definite directions
Called attention to standards of

quality
Attentive to class
Thorough

15. Erratic-Steady lecher Behavior,.

1. impulsive; uncontrolled; tempera-
mental; unsteady

2. Course of action easily swayed by
circumstances of the moment

3. Inconsistent

1. Calm; controlled
2. Naintainee progress toward objec-

tive
3e Stable, consistent, predictable

16. Excitable-Poised Teacher Behavior

Excitable

1. Easily distrubed and upset; flus-
tered by classroom situation

2. Hurried in class activities; spoke
rapidly using many words and ges-
tures

3. Was "jumpy"; nervous

Poised

1. Seemed at ease at all times

2. Unruffled by situation that devel-

oped in classroom; dignified with-
out being stiff or formal

30 Unhurried in class activities;
spoke quietly sad slowly

4. Successfully diverted attention from
a stress situation in classroom

17, Uncertain-Confident Teacher Behavior

Uncertain

1. Seemed unsure of self; faltering,
hesitant

2. Appeared timid and shy
3. Appeared arti icial

Confident

1. Seemed sure of self; self-confident

in relations with pupils
2. Undisturbed and unembarrassed by

mistakes and/or criticism
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18, Disomitziel:Systematic Teacher Behavior

Disorganized

1, No plan for classwork 1.
2. Unprepared
3. Objectives not apparent; undecided 2.

.w avs

4, Wasted time 4,

5i Explanations not to the point 5,

6. Easily distracted from matter at 6.

hand 7.

Systematic,

Evidence of a planned though flex-
ible procedure
Well prepared

2. ...I -. .1 4.6. I is
%0V1W-WrIalio .1.11 W*AAMidiallr. Wa.Usa Fliteimmota

Systematic about procedure of class

Had anticipated needs
Provided reasonable explanations
Held discussion together; objectives
apparent

19, Inflexible-Ada table Teacher Behavior

Inflexible

1. Rigid in conforming to routine
2. Made no attempt to adapt materials

to individual pupils
3. Appeared incapable of modifying

explanation or activities to Aeet
particular classroom situations

If,. Impatient with interruptions and
digressions

Adaptable

1. Flexible in adapting explanations
2, Individualized materials for pupils

as required; adapted activities to
pupils

3. Took advantage of pupils' questions
to further clarify ideas

4. Met an unusual classroom situatici
competently

20. Pessimistic-0 timistic

Pessimistic

1. Depressed; unhappy 1.

2, Skeptical 2.

3, Called attention to potential "bad" 3.

4. Expressed hopelessness of "education 4.

today:" the school system, or fellow 5,

educators
5. Noted mistakes; ignored good points 6.

6. Frowned a great deal; had unpleasant
facial expression

Teacher Behavior

Cheerful% good-natured
Genial
Joked with pupils on occasion.
Emphasized potential "good"
Looked on bright side; spoke opti-
mistically of the future
Called attention to good points;
emphasized the positive

21. Immature-Integrated um, Behavior

Immature

1. Appeared naive in approach to class
room situations

2. Self-pitying; complaining; demanding
3. Boastful; conceited ,

Integra,ted

1. Maintained class as center of
activity; kept self out of spot-
light; referred to class' activi-
ties, not own

2. Emotionally well controlled
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t2t tiarrow-Brtkad teadhet lehattiot

Narrow

1. Presentation strongly suggested
limited_ ba4kgrourid in subject or
n.-corzaa; 41ACPC-171" iscriozarsa3.11

2. Did ad* deNrivt.---tme. test
3. Pale to" enridh discussions frith

illustratiOnt. fraM :related areas
e. 5howed-littie evidence of breoth

'ac
cf culturallachmuld such=aress-.

saienCet axitsi-litoratures, -and
history _

5. Aftwerst to -pupils:I questions incora.._ 5.
gets or irsaCcurate

6. fkmcritical approach to subject

broad

Presentation suggested.gOod bacit-
ground in subjects good scholar-
Snip Suggested _

Di ew examples and explanations from
various sources and related fields
Showed evidence of, broad'aUltural
background in sciences -arts liter-

historys etc-.
Gene -satisfyixigs complete..±,sand
accgrate answers to,questica
).as -6onstructively critical it
amrbach to- subject matter

I I
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This Appraisal Guide defines the major teacher cempeences which the prognan of secondary teacher education at Stanford aims to
develop. The total program of teacher education focuses on growth toward these standards as the common target.

:c determine whether the program produces the desired growth, levels of competence must be appraised. Evidence for such apprais-
als may come from he trainee himself, from experienced teachers and administrators who supervise in the schools, from University
teachers who instrrct the trainees, and from the student:, taLght.

This Appraisal Guide has been designed to assist in a cooperative effort Rio assess and la improve levels of competence in teaching.
The basic sources of evidence are direct observations of the teacher followed by conferences and discussions related to observations
Secondary sources are communications wit.* others who are in a position to observe and to know fins teacher's work. The guide en-
courages the teacher (1) to accept with confidence his proper responsibility for continualself - improvement as a practicing professional
in his specialty and 12) to contribute to the ongoing inquiry rs.d the guiding body of theory by which he Ind his peers seek excellence

in their area or specialty subject matter.

Purposely the guide avoids a rigid formula by defining 13 general practitioner cumpet)nces, around which departmental specialists
may build specific standards of expert practices appropriate to subject matter, grade levels, and groupings of students. The teacher
being appraised is a most important one of these specialists and should be encouraged to participate in defining and improving
standards for his specialty. Self-appraisals followed by observation and conferences with fellow teachers within a department will be
useful to teachers as they accept .increasing responsibility for self-improvement.

The conference following each .!'servation stresses cooperative sharing of perceptions and ideas between professional teachers
focused on the target of improving teaching, supervising, and learning. To facilitate Os co emunication, the conference record is
provided in duplicate so both participants may have copies for future use.

3111=0.1 /
0
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TEACHER COMPETENCE
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3 Organization of the Winn. The individual parts of the lesson are clearly related to each other in an appro-
priate way. The total organization facilitates what is to be teamed.

The content is appropriate for the aims of the lesson, the level of and
the teaching method.

The specific lnstructional materials and human resources used are clearly related
to the content of the lesson and complement the selected method of instruction.
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12 Variety if &chaffy. Premium.
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13

The teacher devises and uses an adequate variety of procedures, both formal and
informal, to evaluate progress in all of the aims of instruction.

Use if Evalsvenlen to Improve Toceeing and
teaming.

CoantatrOpliespt
*milk

The results of evaluation are carefully reviewed by teacher and pupils for the istrr.
pose of improving teaching and teeming.
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Name

TRIAL FORM - SENATIC DIARENTIAL ATTITUDE SCALE

WI..,MMOMPONNIPNIMI11111111141111W.

This scale is a new method of measuring what words mean to people. There are no

right or wrong answers, so simply indicate your first impressiona or feelings
about each word or phrase. Try to move fairly rapidly.

At the bottom of the page is a completed example of what you will be asked to do.
Please refer to it as you reed thew! instructions.

There are seven blanks separating each word pair. The position of each blank

can be described by the following terms. The letter designating it appears above
each blank.

Very Quite Slightly Neutral
01110.11111.M.

Per example,
read:

Very
Good

Good

the seven blanks separating the

Quite Slightly
Good Good Neutral

11.11111111111110 61111111M011110 soll111111111101,1111

Slightly Quite Very

1124111111111111111111111P 011ININIIIM110

first word pair "Good -Bad" would be

Slightly
Bad

swpaupdalll.

Quite
Bad

Very
Bad

Bad

The seven blanks separating the next word pair "Meaningless-Meaningf41" would be
read:

Very Nita Slightly Slightly Quite
Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- Meaning-

less less less Neutral ful ful

Less

Look at the example below. The word to be described is SISTER,
particular SISTER. Whatever SINS means to you is whet you are

01110111111111111111. ORINC11205110 11111,0010410010 SIMIONIUMIND UNISIN11011111,14

Very
Meaning-

ful
Meaning-

ful
This is not any
to think.

Now let me explain how I described SISTER, Look at the first word pair "Good- Bad."
The idea of SISTER was 1194m good to me so I placed an X in the bit:la:cleft:it to
"Good." Look at the of eL-tword pairs in the example.

Make each item a separate decision. Be sure to put your X on the line provided-.
Check onlyone blank for each line. If you make a mistake, erase the X or cross
It out andTremark.

EXAMPLE

Describe: SISTER

V Q

Good X
Meaningloiis

S N S Q V

IOMOW 411111NOMIO OWNOMOO

MINIMUM 0311.7 UMMOIMPO

UPWWWWM WOMMOIO

WIIIMMUO s111011110M

01111101010 11111101.00 OMMVSMA

WOMMOMS SiMMWSIM eINUMMIOM MWMP16,

411110MIO

OWNMEW NAMMOM WiallmOM

WOMWMO OIMOMMO

NOMMWO .1.14~

COMINMO NISMIONO elbaNNONOP

Fair 'Mr
MIIMMOIMM

Negative
Interesting -1r.
Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsuccessful

Valuable "Sr
Reputable

Harmful

011111110110,

Bad
"1- Meaningful

Unfair
"7" Positive

Boring
elr Pleasan _

Unnecessary
"sr Kind

"jr Successful
,waseMINED

Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial

qn010111110
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Describe: TESTS

E N S Q V

Good Bad
IIIMISIONI MINIM 11011111011,

Meaningless Meaningful
Fair

essomme amosame anfori
Unfair

Negative Positive
Interesting Boring
Unpleasant Pleasant
Necessary . -: Unnecessary

Cruel Kind
Unsuccessful Successfularlosurp amempg

Valuable Worthless
Reputable Disreputable

Harmful Beneficial
11.11011111. 4111101101 111001101100 mi.11111111 1101100/NO amill111111

Describes EDUCATION

V QS N S QV
Good

Meaningless
Fair

Negative
Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsuccessful

Valuable
Reputable

Harmful

ositasso

Describe: DISCIPLINE

V Q SNS QV
aulab .151.

Bad

Neaningful
Unfair
Positve
Boring

Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial

Good Bad
Meaningless Meaningful

Fair Unfair
....... ........ . ........ ...moor .dririK.1111Ins

Negative Positive
Interesting Boring
Unpleasant Pleasant

...MINSMalli elINVIIN111% ONIONNOW eiN/MINW OMMION.1

Necessary Unnecessary...... . . .............. ......
Cruel Kind

........ .......... .40-i............... a-,
Unsuccessful Successful

....... ......

Valuable
. Worthless

Reputable Disreputable
....... ....... ....... ........ ...I. .

Harmful BenefiCialowsessw onwersow er:.,:arii suiiiiir'-- order



Good
Meaningless

Fair
Negative

Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsuccessful

Valuable
Reputable

Harmful

Good
Meaningless

Fair
Negative

Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsuccessful

Valuable
Reputable

Harmful

Good
Meaningless

Fair
Nelative

Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsuccessful

Valuable
Reputable

Harmful

99

Describe: TEACHING SALARIES

V Q
U.S1

0111001110

N S QV

01.111011.0 .OMMInalo imemen emporium emmem

ORIIIIINI

Bad
Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Boring
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial

MMIIIMOM 2.1111111MMO SIMMUNOW OMMIMMO OMIUMWA OMOIMMO

MMOMPOW OIMMONIM OMMIUMW OMOMMO WMOMMw ommilmilUM

Describe: TEACHER MEETINGS 1

V Q S NS QV

emmem emmem ommimp ammem mempineo ommeme mamma

OWNOMMIP 0,11011111,01, - OMOMMO 011111MAMM

amomme armor-

ommum. ammumw faraMIlir OMMMMO mamma ememem Iliaamatm

OMMWMO UMMOMM OWOMMO ONIWOMID AMMINOW MIIIMMOM OMMOOM

laistwoo anrM

Bad

Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Borfng
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Benefici-a

Describe: PUPILS' PARENTS

V Q S NS QV

WIMOMPIO MINUMMIO OMIUMM OMMOMW

OMOINIMP 11=113=IP eeleMOM C=COMO Ce=MUM MWOMMD MIMMIM

MWMORMOb OMINIMO 0.110110 mmminliW elmOIMOO OMOM11,

111110-MWOMMO MMOMMO OOMMIRW OMMIIIMM mummer +memo

Bad
Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Boring
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Supcessful
Worthless
Disrputable
Beneficial



Good
Meaningless

Fair
Negative

Interesting

Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsuccessful

Valuable
Reputable

Harmful

100

Describes SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

VQSNSQ21/.11 MN* all

OWOMMS OmMisms mmemomm ems mm emmemem ememme ammmem

eMWOMM OMMOMO MUMMMIO OMMemm WeSUMM emMMOMO MMOMMO

,NOMMMIO

OMORMIK, OMOMNIP WWWWW OftlIAMM orIMMINO MOMMIP

......~MOP _._i.0 OMMAmmo 61101. GIMMINOW

01111111MO AMIPMMM OMMIIMMO ~MUMS MMOIMMO !MIAS OIONWMIPP

01111.110 MOOMINIMO MANNEIM OMMIOMO OMMIWOO Ma,..

Describe: HOMEWORK

V Q SNSQV

Bad

Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Boring
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial

Good Bad

Meaningless --ww-3-6"......n-mumw--------"Meaningful
4.......... mg/1EN~ ag MIN111111111,

fair

Negative Positive

Interesting
OMMAMO !AMP OmMOIMM INOMMNIO diallmMO OMPPMMO MOIWINS.

Boring

Unpleasant Pleasant

Necessary Unnecessary

Cruel Kind

.Unsuccessful Successful

Valuable Worthless

Reputable Disreputable

Harmful Beneficial

Describe: FELLOW TEACHERS

V Q S NS QV
Good Bad

Meaningless Meaningful

Fair Unfair

Negative Positive
mwaa m e .11=1 .100, aMIONM 111.0

Interesting Boring

Unpleasant Pleasant

Necessary Unnecessary

Cruel Kind

Unsuccessful Successful

Valuable Worthless

Reputable Disreputable

Harmful BeneflOial



Good
Meaningless

Fair
Negative

Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsuccessful

Valuable
Reputable

Harmful

%IF

L01

Describe: TEACHING UORK LOAD

V Q S NS QV

weiNeMIRSSNMINNII" NSTAININP ONINION,

NIMINaMIN.NIONNIN.ms monomm sealluellme essfia/Ms0 Lf

MIMMIMMa MIMOSIN NoNlmom - MINIONIMM wesOmMI, OWININSIO

Describe: GRADING

V Q S NS QV

"I I

Bad
Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Boring
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial

Good Bad

Meaningless Meaningful

Fair
NWOMMIMMI MAN OnsIMMIm eNNINNO aliNNIMO Unfair

Negative Positive
rilOmM.0 OWOmmm amOme,. .11.14MVW ..1010

Interesting Boring

Unpleasant Pleasant

Necessary Unnecessary
Cruel Kind

Unsuccessful Successful.

Valuable Worthless

Reputable Disreputable

Harmful Beneficial

Describe: TEACHING AS A CAREER

Good
Meaningless

Fair
Negative

Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsuccessful

Valuable
Reputable

Harmful

V Q S N S Q V

WIMI11111011. MI1111111111111 .1111111111111. 1111111111. 0111111WIlli. 01111111111110

fltiNP011e 111.1040111.1

vaill11110410 411111111P

MINNOINO daNNIMMIMO MOSINVO -+ NAMIONN

NISIONNO 4111110MWO WAIIIMMO MUMMY MAMMAS MMWMEM

OMMIIMMO OIMMUMO 41111MINIA OINIMMINN, OMMINN, ONNO0110

Bad
Melmingful
Unfair
Positive
Boring
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial

t.



Meaninglems
Fair

Negative
Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsucceseful

Valuable
Reputable

Harmful

102

Describe:

V Q S

STUDENTS

NS QV
41MW11MM SOWMWO WMPOWO INOVIAMM WIIMMMO ONWOMM O.M.R.

OMMMOO MEMOS OMIONIMO OWNIIVID MINIONMID ONOMWO =MOOD

OMMUMMO IIMUMWM OSMAN* Man.! UMINNINO

AWIUM.

OIONMOD MMOMOO MIIIMMOD OMPAMMW emmmos ammuMM NWIMMIP

of.:../awv

111111101110

MNIIIMPO OMMIMMW ,NOIMMINO CpWISIMO Unpmegir mingOleg

011a.WMOID MIIIMMOM WWWWINO MIIMOMO

111111111111. MICII1110311 air&MION MMINISIM SIMOINNINS 0.111111711,0

MIONIMIND erWelow amplems aMMON*

Bad

Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Boring

Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial

Describe: TEACHER SOCIAL STATUS

V Q S N S QV
Good

Meaningless
Fair

Negative
Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary

Cruel
Unsuccessful

Valuable
Reputable

Harmful

IMOOPM111. 41Ii C2111111111111 111110

1111M.M. .111111ISNIO 01110111111210

111111111110.10 .111011111,01110 01111111110

Bad
Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Boring
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Kind
Successful
Worthless
Disreputable
Beneficial

7.-=sila==.4m,-
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PERSONAL DATA FORM- -PILOT STUDY

Name School.

Age Teri,irr'-g-2"-01 Tema a 02

Sinirren. Ol Merria02 AFied with chinr-rn 03

College graduated from: Washington State University
University or Washington
Central Washington State College
Eastern Washington State College
Western Washington State College
Whitworth
Gonzaga
Whitman
Walla Walla College
Pacific Lutheran College
Puget Soun4 Ca sae
St. Martin's College
Seattle Pacific College
Seattle University
Ft. Wright College

Date of graduation (month and year):

Date you began regular teaching (month and year):

College major (30 semester or 45 quarter hours minimum):

College minor(s) (15 semester or 20 quarter hours minimum:

01.

04

Ths
06

08

10
11

13

14

15

44LXIIPS

Student teaching assignment in -- Major area:

Minor area:

Major and minor areas:

ASSIGN4ENT INFORMATION

Teaching grado(s):

Average number of pupils in class(es):

Dare- curricular assignment(s):

01

02

03

VIM

AMINDMINP. IND



nl.

Subtpts taught: Elementary: All subjects: 0111
All sajects wwlept art, music, or pe 500 02

Music 03

Art 04

PE eaae OS

Foreign LanPuage IN1=1=1/
Other - specify6 07

Junior High - specify
411MXIMINIONNO

411111IMMINIO,



THE SEATTLE TEACHING PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL. GUIDE
TO

EXCELLENCE IN CLASSROOM TEACHING

Expeamtal Form 1965-1966
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The Seattle Teaching Performance Appraisal Guide serves filchers, department heads, principals, and
supervisors of beginning teachers, who sha:; responsibilities to improve the teaching abilities it defines. To determine
whathe4 improvement in teaching twain& from any training or professional growth prow UM, performance by the teacher
of exiected classroom leadership roles in tee teaching act, and of the teacher's professional and community participa-
tion rakeZt be appraised. This guide iditleril ten expected abilities in the teaching act, and tee in professional and
community articipatiors. It provides scale; to measure observed performance of each ability, supporting evidence in
the form of observation notes, and a ;onference record (pf improvement suggestions. It adapts to short observaeon of
a specific ability, or to observation 01 a complete lessor'.

The Guide recognizes tba importance of the teacher whose performance is appraised, as a professional
partner in strengthecing the teacLag in his field. It does this by expecting a post-observation conference with him and
by providing copies for his persona' use of the observation notes, the observer's Judgment of his performanoe, and
improvement suggestions focused on specific abilities.

Purposely the desired teething roles are "general, " adapting to many different ways to demonstrate them,
according to the subject manor, grade level, student grouping, school and community. The emphasis is on the teaching
process, not on teacher characteristics. Flexibility and creativity, seeking improved instruction, are built into the
Guide design.

The Guide encourages team work among teaching specialists cooperatively to etrengthen tee practice which
is their shared responsibility. Teachers will find appraisals, when made by observers experienced in their field, to be
reliable resources in their self-evaluative efforts.



SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL GUIDE

UESIREO TEACHING ABILITIESTHE GOALS 01 PROFESSIONAL GROWTH

1
SUITABILITY OF
GOALS

Tbe lesson aims are clearreachable by these studentsmeasurableshow modern knowledge of
the subjectrelate to what precedes and what follows in the subjectinclude what and how to
learnserve authorized district educational goals.

2
STUDENT ACCEPTANCE
OF GOALS

3
ar.Ja

EXPLORATION OF
HUMAN AND
MATERIAL RESOURCES

The teaching explores student understanding of lesson aimsrelates aims meaningfully to the
present lives of these studentsthe students see the goals as worth working to achievethe
teaching helps students to establish personal goals consistent with lesson aims.

The teaching appraises student talents, activities, interestsstresses the students as primary
resources, fellow teachers and staff specialists, parents, other significant adultsavailable
space, texts, tools, audio-visual aids, labs, iliaaricstime, staff, and material budget limits.

SELECTING THE PLAN
FOR THIS CLASS

The teaching considers alternative ways to use available resources to accomplish aimsselects
a plan promising optimal success within budget limits of available resources and conforming to
school policiesthe teaching helps the students to see how the plan makes senseto plan their
own learning activitiesinquiry, not habit. guides the plan choice.

ORGANIZING THE
5 CLASS TO ACHIEVE

THE ELAN__

a CLASSROOM CONTROL
EFFECTIVE ACTION

The teaching clearly defines who is to do what-when-why-how as the plan unfoldseach student
is an active, valued member of the organizationeach student is helped to see how he fits, how
he belongs, how he can be useful, what to expect of the teacher, cf himself, and of other students
ground rulea are established.

The teaching follows the planeach phase has an introduction, a body of action, and a conclusion
unnecessary deviations are controlledclear, intriguing, strategically timed explanations,
demonstrations, reminders gain attentionmaintain interestmotivateinform of plan progress
encourage student initiative and self-disciplinematerials are ready when neededground rules
are enforced.

CLASSROOM CLIMATE
EFFICIENT ACTION

The teaching conserves human and material resources-people-properly -timeshows sensitivity
to and understanding of attention span-fatigue-human problemspacing adapts to student achieve-
ment-- self - respect and confidence is encouraged rappers is positiveproblems, not people, are
attackedleadership patterns are democratic.

ACTIVE STUDENT
PARTICIPATION

The teaching delegates to students responsibilities they can handleencourages students to teach
themselves, to help teach othersleaves something for the students to doubt, to Ask, to inves-
tigate, to test, to interpret, to express, to discover, to be responsible for, to recognize as
theirs.

MEASURING GOAT.
ACHIEVEMENT
AND COSTS

The teaching measures what was achieved and "how a a did it"using modern techniques for this
subject appraises caste to the participantshelps students to design their own teststo inves-
tigate their own progressmeasurements are timed to serve the nest step in the class effort.

USING MEASUREMENTS
TO IMPROVE TEACHING
4ND LEARNING

The teaching uses teat scores, grades to guide the teaching and learning decisionsnet as ends
in themselves post -test discussions are learning experiences, for both students and the teach-
ersmeasurements are not used to label students, to indoctrinate fear of failure, to develop
uncritical worship of high grades.

11
PROFESSIONAL
PARTICIPATION

The teacher accepts with his follows responsibility to define and enforce standards admitting
beginners to practice in his fieldto achieve the in-service conditions, training opportunities,
and rewards which are essential to the improvement of practice, to a professional career
commitment.

12
COMMUNITY
PARTICIPATION

The teacher studies contisuously his school community relating his professional services to its
educational problems. He 'helps to clarify and strengthen the educational values and expecta-
tions 4 parents and community leadership, related to his special field.
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SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL CONFERENCE RECORD

Date Participants

inLann.nfinn °km°. *kin *nankin°, nihnitinn!

Preivious observationo, conferences, if any supporting this performance appraisal:
Dates of observation Followed by conference?

1.or
11=1...

01M1.1,,11.11111

Copy furnished teacher?

011.11.:,

Suggestions for action to improve teaching, (by the teacher, by others, by the teacher to help others)

1. To strengthen development of goals;

2. To strengthen planning:

3. To strengthen plan fulfillment:

4. To strengthen evaluation:

S. Professional and community:

----747taf7;Viiila- Attu*
dor

Observer's

ro! L'uTia- A COPY 00E8 TO THE TEACI1ED
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE SCALE

This scale is a new method of measuring what words mean to people. There are no
right or wrong anwers, so simply indicate your first impressions or feelings
about each word or phrase. Try to move fairly rapidly"

At the bottoof the page is a completed example of *hat vou will In asked to do.
Please refer to it as you read these instructions.

There are seven blanks separating each word pair. The position of each blank
can be described by the following terms. The letter designating it appears above
each blank.

Very Quite Slightly Neutral Slightly Quite Very

INMININusab 0101111111. 111111110 mallIPOINIII110110 all 101amo

For example, the seven blanks separating the first word pair Mood-Bad" would be
read:

Very
Good

Good
OMPOMMume

Quite
Good

Slightly
Good . Neuttal

aulownsaissinie 1.111101111ellia

SliRhtiv
Bad

ameralwairailla

Quite
Bad

glionmrwisab

Very
Bad

Bad

The seven blanks separating the next word pair "Meaningless-Meaningful: would be
read:

less,

took at the example below. The word to be described
any particular TAXPAYER. Whatever TAXPAYER means to

Very Quite Slightly Slightly Quite Very
Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- Meaning- Z!ewing-

Iess less less ".Ntuttal ful ful

ININVOMINSINIO r.,11110111111111141111110

Meeming-
MONNO awallIMOIN elewgestlm

is TAXPAYER. This is not
you is what you are to think.

Now let me explain how I described TAXPAYER. Look at the first word pair "Good-
Bad." The idea of TAXPAYER was yen: good to me so I placed an X in the blank
closest to "Good," Look at the other word pairs in the example.

Make each item a separate decision. Be sure to put your X on the line provided.
Check onl one blank for each line. If you make a mistake, erase the X or cross
t out any remar

Good
Meaningless

Fair
Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary
Valuable
Harmful

EXAMPLE

Describe: TAXPAYER

V QSN S Q V
1111 .

11001011 OIMOMMIO NMOMWD fAMMOOM 40110 00 o.w 4.0000

011111111111102 OMINOUS, OMMOMIO WWWW111 amOWMP MOMOMM alOOMMOD

elOMMMO %AMMONS ONIMINIM MOOMMO OUNIEWO OWNWOO OIMMOO

OMNI" eaMeille OMMAilln Ommoss MildnywO IftWaSIM alMONNW

MOWNOM eMMOMO OMMOMP OWNNWO MUUNOO

1010111111104 0001111W0 411011111011. OOMMINIO MOWN.

SUWON* OWIIIMMO OMPIMWO MumMWMD ammilab

-..SO MOPPOWO 4ftwilaft 41101MMID averni0010 emMINNO mmOMMO

Bad
Meaningful
Unfair
Boring
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Worthless
Beneficial
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Good
Meaningless

Fair
Interesting
Unpleasant
Necessary
Valuable
Harmful

V

Describe:

Q .S 11S

MINIOM

WOM1111111.

TESTS

Q

0111111MOD

V

Bad
01101111111.

11111111.11110

WIMO/IONO

OINIMOIM

ONM11100

Meaningful
01111111111111 WiNIOVIR.76

MIIIMOMO
Unfair

Imop1110

111111011110

011111110/ 1111110111111101. 01,11111111101,

Boring
OMMINCO PleassirtlioromIO

.10121111,40

Unnecessary
---'12rthless
01111111111110

01,111.11111, 41.111111.111.

4,1101:2514

11111111110

11INDwIlIONOOD MOINSPIO 111111/110INIA

oumlno mmze

0111111111110

ammo
Beneficial

eWINSOONo

Describe: TEACHER 'MEETINGS

V QSN
Good

Meaningless 6 40111110.,

Interesting

011OOMo

OM
Q V
a. ONO

Bad
IMMININIMP 411011.1 1101.11.1111

Meaningful
Boring
Pleasant
Unnecessary
Successful
Worthless
Beneficial

Unpleasant
Necessary

Unsuccessful
Valuable
Harmful

oriamais esionifto oz.nowno caluMax.

11111 MONEEPOO 01100111011.

Meolloo

Describe: SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

44:61m1

Meaningless
Fair

Negative
Unsuccessful

Valuable
Harmful

V Q S MS QV
OMIONNO 0111.011,0

10101101,111

IIIUMMI 111111 4101110.11o
Bad
Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Successful
Worthless
Beneficial

-...//e41/4/016gaaell?"--- %hPow ..1... anon



Good
Meaningless

Fair

Negative
Unpleasant
Necessary
Valuable
Harmful

Good
Fair
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SN S Q V
.100 GIMP

NINNIGNON NINNINOM - G.1111117 1111111MMIND ifili1111P

011111MM1111 MINNIONO MNINMalir NINSma..1 001111MONSO

ONONNNIND NNINFAINSM GSSONIMM MNMMND NLINIONNO

SINVOINIM MONISM MMININO GISSIMMO nOINLIMO MNOMOM GNONNINS0

Bad

Meaningful
Unfair
Positive
Please lt

Unnecessary
Worthless
Beneficial

Describe: TEACHING WORK LOAD
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Describe: GRADING
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hood Bad

Meaningless Meaningful

Fair Unfair
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Valuable Worthless
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Fair
Unpleasant

Unsuccessful
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Describe: TEACHING AS A CAREER
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TABLE 25

DATA FRCII MS TEAL FORM OF THE SEMANTIC TIFFEREITTL1.1. ATTITUDE S

1. Conempt: Test,
.11111111101111.,-
....011141._

Adjective Pairs
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

eal77-1"="Niren 371=7076.1==
.

Good-Bad 2.52 1.24 2.59 1.140 2652 1.54

Mcianingful-MeRningless 2.67 1.47 2.77 141 2.86 1046

Fair-Unfair x.85 1.32 2.82 1.44 3905 , 1.57

Positive-Negative 3.12 1.42 2.90 141 3.114 1.49

Interesting-Boring 2.44 1.26 3.CC 1,148 3.05 1..$9

Pleasant-Unpleasant 3.78 1.42 4.05 1.56 3.76 1.67

Necessary-Unnecessary 2.00 1.64 2.33 1.39 2.00 1452

Kind-Cruel 3.74 1.26 3,86 1.13 3.57 1.36

Successful-Unsuccessful 2.85 1.06 2.95 1.50 345 1a53

Valuables- Worthless 2.33 1.41 2.59 1050 2.62 1.60

Reputable-Disreputable
44

t 3.07 3.36 3.18 1.37 2.95 1.53
Beneficial-Harmful 2.15 .82 2.64 1 1618 2.81 1,40

q Concept: Education

Good-Bad

Meaningful-Meaningless

Fair-Unfair

1.07

1.15

1.93

.27

.46

1.27

1.27

132

2.23

.46

.57

1.27

1.114

1.14

2.10

.36

36

.94

Positive-Negative 1.74 .98 1.73 .99 1.62 .67

Interestir.g-Boring 1.37 .57 1.145 .67 1.57 .53.

Pleasant-Unpleasant 1.63 .63 1.68 .72 1.86 .79

Necessary-UnnecessM 2.00 1-614 2.33 1.140 2.00 1.52

King-Cruel 2.63 1.15 2.77 1.214 2.51 1.25

Successful-Unsuccessful 1981 .714 1.82 .91 1.90 1000

Valuable-Worthless 1.15 .146 1.14 .35 1.05 .22

Reputable - Disreputable 1.78 1.01 1.82 1.18 1.67 .97

Beneficial-Harmful 1.11 .32 1.23 053 1.114 .36
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TAME 25 - Continued

3. Concept: Discipline
.-11111111.11.11~

Adjective Palm Round 1 Round 2 Found 3
.ean ! 04iNala

4Good-Bad j 1.63 .8

Htoaningful-Meaningless ss 11.59 69

Fair-Unfair 2.11 1.05

PcdsLttwe-Negative 2,30 1.33

Interesting-Boring. 3.33 1.04

Pleasant-Unpleasant 3.96 1.87

Necessary-Unnecessary 1.32 .56

kind-Cruel 2.85 1.17

Successful-Unsucceserul 2.44 1.12

Valuable-Ubrthless 1070 091

Reputable-Disreputable 2.714 1.43

1.74 1.32

T.757Tfiriir7.75.

Beneficia-Harmfvel
111111MINDIZMINIMIIMIII.

1.77

isisi+vsamsasamsoporieplamer

1011 I 1.95 6 1.32

1.82

2.05

2.50

1)68

14.145

1.32

30141

2.45

1.82

.67 2.00

1.02 2.38

1.74 2.65

1.17 3.48

1357 4.24

48 1.62

1.26 3.29

1.22 2.57

1.10 1.81

2.95

2.05

2.91 1.31

1064 1005

44 Concept: Teaching Salaries

2..14

1.66

1.12

1.92

.92

1.23

1.33

1.08

1016

1012

Good-Bad

Heaningtul-lieaningless

Fair-Unfair

2.78

2.37

2.85

1.37

1.50

1652

2082 l

2.32

3.18

1.44

1.39

1.40

2.90

2.52

3.19

1.34

1.33

1.57

Positive-Negative 2.85 1.26 I 2.90 1045 2.81 .98

Interesting-Boring 3.00 1.21 3.09 1.07 2.90 1009

Pleasant-Unpleasant 2.56 1.3? 2.82 1.44 2.71 1.19

Necessary-Unnecessary 1.26 .71 1.27 388 1.19 .40

Kind-Cruel 3.00 1.30 3.09 1.31 3.10 1009

Successful-Unsuccessful 2.67 1.33 2.95 1.40 3.14 1.15

Valuable-Worthless 1.56 .93 i 1.50 .80 1.67 1.02

Reputable - Disreputable 2.56 1.34 2.82 1037 3.14 1.01

Beneficial-Harmful 1.74 1.32 1.64 1.05 2405 1.12
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TABLE 25 - Contimed

5. Concept: Teacher Mott:age

Adjective Pairs RoUnd 1

Mean S.D.

Round 2 Round 3

Good-Bad

Neaningful- Meaningless

Fair-Unfair

Positive-Negative

Interesting-Boring

Pleasant-Unpleasant

Necessary-Unnecessary

Kind-Cruel

Successful-Unsuccessful

Valuable-Wortleese

Reputable-Disreputable

Beneficial-Harmful

3.04

2.96

3=04

2.81

3.31

2.88

1.74

3.144

2.70

2.22

2.74

2.33

1.58

1.70

1029

1.17

1.49

1.34

1.02

1.09

1.44

1.16

1.29

1.27

Mean

3.00

3.09

3.27

3.23

3045

2.91

2.00

3.36

3.09

2.91

3.00

2.50

5 D viean

1.54

1.60

1.24

1.54
1

1.90

1.48

1.02

1.14

1.63

1.48

1.38

1.06

?.86

2.81

2.81

2090

3.10

2.90

2.05

3.43

2.67

2.33

3.19

4

1.28

1.50

1006

1.18

1.148

1.45

.87

.98

1.11

1.16

1.08

1.03 ,

6. Concept: Pupils' Parents

Good-Bad 2.56 1.28 2.27 1.16 2.38 1.16

Meaningful- Meaningless 2.30 1.77 2.36 1.40 2.05 .87

Fair-Unfair 2.74 1.20 2.91 1.45 2.86 1.28 -

Positive- Negative 2.81 1.47 2.73 1.58 3.10 1.61

Interesting-Boring 2.00 1011 1.95 1.09 1,,90 .89

Pleasant-Unpleasant 2.42 1.37 2.45 .86 2..29 1.06

Necessary - Unnecessary 1.30 .72 1452 1.08 1.33 .73

Kind-Cruel 2.78 1.31 2.43 1.20 2.90 1.38

Successful-Unsuccessful 2.85 1.32 3.23 1.31 3.29 1.35

Valuable- Worthless 1.59 .97 1.91 1.27 1.95 14)7

Reputable-Disreputable 2.81 1.33 2082 1.18 2.67 1.20

Beneficial - Harmful 2.48 1 1.48 1 2.73 1.32 2.52 1..29

-.3,-. .

-y

I

11

I
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TAME 25 - Continued

7. Concept: School Administrators41....m.
Adjective Pairs Round 1 Hound 2

Kean S.D. Mean

Good-Bad 1,93 1.04

Meanineu.1-Meaningless 1.96 .98

Fair-Unfair 2.11 1.09

Positive-Neiative 2.44 1.25

Interesting-Boring 2.37 1.33

Pleasant - Unpleasant 2.00 .96

Necessary- Unnecessary 1.11 .32

Kind-Cruel I 241 1.09

Successful-Unsuccessful 2.04 1.09

Valuable-Wortkilass .1.

/A /001W Ogg.

Btputible -Disreputable 2404 1.29

Beneficial-Harmful 1.70 *99

2.14

244

2.23

241

2.41

2.24

1.41

2.55

2.23

1.76

2.23

1.91

Round 3

S.D.

8. Concept: Home Work

1.13

1.25

143.9

1.26

1.05

1.18

.90

1.30

1.15

4M

le34

1.13.

2.10

2.24

2.14

2,43

2.62

2.10

1.38

2.38

2.25

1:75

1.85

2.05

.94

1.18

1.01

1.20

1.40

1.02

.59

1.07

1002

e79

1.18

1.05

Good -Bad 2.33 1.39 2055 1.47 2.52 1.37

Meaningful-Meaningless 2.19 .92 2.36 1.29 2.83. 1.47

Fair-Uilair 2.93 1.43. 2.64 1.22 2.67 146

Poem-Negative 2.48 1.25 2.55 1.14 2.81 142

xiitereoting-Boritut 2.81 1.30 2.64 1.33 2.86 1002

t1easant-Unpleasant 3.52 1.40 3.27 1.28 3.29 1.31

Naomery-Unnecessary 2.:i5 1.52 2.52 1.47 2.52 :1,1;63

Kin.d4.ruel 3.37 1.08 3.48 .98 3.52 .93

Successfu3.-Uncuccess:u1 2.85 1.46 2.95 1.16 2.81 I 1.17

ValuAbleAsTortbless 2.41 1.39 2.43 1.29 2.43 WO.

Reputable- Disreputable 3.26 1.48- 3,10 1.26 3.29 1.31.

Beneficial - Harmful 2.37 1.31 2.19 1.08 2.43 1.08

1
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TABLE 25 - Continued

9. Concept: Fellow Teachers

Adjective Pairs Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

Mean S.D. Mean SOD. Mean j S.D.

Good-Bad

Meaningful-Meaningless

Fair-Unfair

Positive-Negative

Interesting - Boring

Pleasant-Unpleasant

Necessary-Unnecessary

Kind-Cruel

SucceSsful-Unsuccessful

Valttable-Worthless

Reputable-Disreputable

Beneficial-Harmful
INIMMOMINI1111111/11111111111

1.56

1.96

2.15

2.11

1.85

1.63

1.48

2.12

2.11

1.89

2.22

1.70

.97

1.09

1.34

1406

.63

.85

.99

.89

1.22

1.31

.82

1.64 1.05

1.95 1.25

2.00 1.07

1.95 1.17

1.86 14036

7.64 .95

1.32 .78

1.77 .92

2.05 1.21

1.64 1.00

1.82 1.18

1,82 .90

1.81

2.00

2.29

2.114 1.01

1.81 1.12

1.71 1.01

1.57 .93

1.90 1.04

2.19 1.08

1.76 1 .94

1.08

1.86 I 1.06

1.03

1.14

1.42

10. Concept: Teaching Work Load

Good-Bad 3.19 1.47 3.55 1.87 3.48 I 1.81

Meaningful-Meaningless 2.78 1.22 2.59 , 1.05 2.76 1.00

Fair-Unfair 3.00 1.49 3.36 1.47 3.33 1.71

Positive- Negative 3.00 1.27 3.08 1.22 3.38 1.43

Interesting - Boring 2.35 1.13 2.55 1.14 2.71 1.27

Pleasant-Unpleasant 2.81 1.30 2.82 1.37 3.62 1.72

Necessary-Unnecessary 1.81 .92 2.36 1.53 2.57 1.54

Kind-Cruel 3.00 1.24 3.55 1.26 3,62 1.24

Successful-Unsuccessful 2.70 1.17 3.41 1.33 3.05 1.20

Valuable -Trio ',Mess 2.30 1.20 2.95 1.17 2.95 1.16

Reputable-Disreputable 3.11 1.40 3.27 1.12 J.29 149

Beneficial-Harmfu3. 2.714 1.48 3.05 1.43 3.19 1.75

vt
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TABLE 25 - Continued

11. Concept: Grading

Awnramemomimmarermoraiiiii...*.

Adjective Pairs Round 1

4111111110
rm1111rommoOmy...M.4111ma ,rsomemo.

Round 2 Round 3

Mean SoDa Mean. S.D. Mean S.D.

Good-Bad

Meaningful- Meaningless

Fair-Unfair

Positive-Negative

Interesting-Boring
Pleasant-Unpleasant

Necessary-Unnecessary

Kind-Cruel

Successful-Unsuccessful

Valuable-Worthless

Reputable-Disreputable

Beneficial-Harmful 3,44

3.14 1.63

3.11 1.60

3.58 106o

3.78 1.63

3.44 1.42

4.40 1.47

2.44 1.48

2.63 1.31

3.56 1.45

2.85 1.51

3.41 1.61931
-assgssawm-swmomisimixserms

3.41

3.32

3.73

3.59

3.41

4.52

2059

2.50

3086

3.41

3.64

3.59

1.9)4 3.19 1.60

1.78 3.10 2.61

1.55 3.29 1.38

1.53 3.38 1.77

144 3.38 1.28

1.72 3.95 1.53

1.74 2.43 1.43

1.30 2.71 1.19

1.42 3.29 1.49

1.65 2.81 1.40

1.26 3.29 1.15

1.71 3.19 1.60

12. Concepts: Teaching as a Career

Good-Bad

Meaningful-Meaningless

Fair-Unfair

Positive-Negative

1.56

1.52

2.11

1.89

.89

40

1.12

1.09

1.68
1.64

248
1.95

.78

.85

1.14

1.05

1.52

1.67

2.19
1

1.95

.58

.91

1.08

1.07

Interesting-Boring 1.37 .63 1.45 .86 1.62 1.16

Pleasait-Unpleasant 1.63 1.08 1.77 -487 1.6? .58

Necessary - Unnecessary 1.85 1.20 1.77 1.27 1.86 1.39

Kind-Cruel 2.63 1.31 2.50 1.30 2.71 1.19

Successful-Unsuccessful 1.93 1.07 2.114 1.08 1.86 .91

Valuable-Worthless 1.33 .68 1.45 .96 1.67 1.07

Reputable-Disreputable 1978 1,34 14286 1.46 1.76 1.14

Beneficial-Harmful 1.78 1.37 1.64 .85 1.9e 1.04
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TABLE 25 - Continued

13. Concepts: Students

Adjective Pairs Round 1

Good-Bad

Meaningful-Meaningless

Fair-Unfair

Po sit ive- Negative

Interesting-Boring

Pleasant-Unpleasant

Necessary-Unnecessary

Kind-Cruel

Successful-Unsuccessful

Valuable-Worthless

Reputable-Disreputabla

Beneficial- Harmful

2.26

1.93

2.48

2.56

1.38

/896

1.74

2.37

2.33

1.70

2.56

2.15

1.05

1.00

1.22

1.34

.57

is 16

1.16

1.21

1.00

.99

1.34

1.20

Pound 2 Round 3

2.00 1.20 1,62 :::

1.86 1./7 1.61 1.03

2.55 1.22 2.14

427 1.24 2.14

1.27 .70 1.33

2.27 1.32 1.81

1.64 1.22 1.35

2.41 1.22 2.62

2.64 1.40 2041

1.95 1.33 1.90

2.55 1.26
1

I 2.43

2.45 1.30 2.29

1.01

1001

.48

.75

.93

1.31

1.03

1.04

1 1.1?

1.27

11.0-.1.11111M

140 Concepts: Teachers' Social. Status

Good-Bad

Meaningful- Meaningless

Fair-Unfair

Positive-Negative

Interesting- Boring

Pleasant-Unpleasant

Necessary-Unnecessary

Kind-Cruel

Successful-Unsuccessful

Valuable-Worthless

Reputable-Disreputable

Beneficial-Harmful

2.19

2.59

3.19

2.96

2.82.

2.69

2,81

3.15

2.96

2.89

2.56

2.56

.96

1.56

1.57

1.45

1.21 0

1.146

1.39

1.23

1.29

1.31

1.58

1,28

2.18

2.73

2.82

2.73

2.86

3.00

3.00

3.00

2.73

2.93.

2.36

2.77

.85

1.49

1.30

1.20

.94

1.07

1.51

1.23

1.12

1,29

1.07

2.14

2.38

2.43

2.57

2.52

2.76

240

3.57

2.52

2062

2.29

2.57

1.11

1.36

1.33

1

1.40

.21

1.34

1.70

1.17

1.17

1.43

1.45

1.60
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TABLE 26

SUMARY OP DATA ON PILOT STUDI TEACHER RATILuS AS
RELATED TO SUBJECTS1 CHARACTERISTICS

code pin score
# 'Stanford

1 I 2.02 214 3.46

2.87 14.5 4.69

3 3.36 3 3,60

4 2.29 23 3.20

5 3.16 7 4.12

6 2.88 13 4.91

7 2.67 18 4458

8 2.56 19.5 3.40

9 2.56 19.5 3,87

10 2.34 22 3.17

11 Dropped rom s tidy

12 3.32 4 4420

13 Dropped rom S udy

14 2.91 12 4.81

15 2.53 21 3.76

16 4.08 2 5.83

17 3.03 9 4.21

18 2.87 114.5 3.33

19 3.23 5 4.40

20 1.82 26 3.91

21 3.05 8 4.16

22 2.79 17 1 3.74

20

6 Int-A

3:

25 3

1

22

2 5

7 3

23

26 8-9

7-9'

1?

10

24

9 6

15 4

13

18 3

A

2.5

2.8

3.1

2.8

2.4

2.8

2.9

2.6

2.9

2.7

B

A

2.8

2.6

3.0

2.8

3.1

2.3

2.1

3,3

304

B

B

A

B 3.0

3.2 Soc. St.;:

2.8 Soc. St.

3.6 Soc. St.

3.2 Soc. St.

3.0 Soc. St.

3.2 Music

3.4 Soc. St.

3.3 Lang Arts

3.3 'Soc. Sta

2.5 Art

2.9 Soc. St.

3.3 Lang Arts

3.3 Soc. St.

3.4 Eog Arts

300 oc. St.

2.2 ang Arts

3.2 cc. St.

3.7 oc. St.

3.2 L oc. St.
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TABLE 26 Continued

Code Mn Score
Stanford

Rank Mn Score
Ryans

Rank Grade
Level

Student
Teacher
Grade

Cum
GPA

Ed
GPA

Major

1,..............-

23 3.00 10 3.59 21 8 B 3.2 3.3 Music

24 2.92 3.1. 14.57 8 3.' A 2.5 2.7 H. Ec.

25 3,19 6 4.26 11 2.. A 3.7 3.8 Lang Art,

26 1449 1 14.78 5 Int. A 2.9 3.6 Soc. St.

27 2.81 16 14.87 3 3 B 3.3 3.6 Lang Art

28 1.97 25 3.73 19 11 A 2.2 3.0 Chem.

714.714

Mrigi 2.87

N gi 26

107.15
Mn ci 14.12

11 es 26
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.1
84

.5
51

.6
69
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5
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.8
07

.8
00

c2
1

.6
58

.5
75

.5
75

.3
83

.2
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.3
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.5
54
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TABLE 28

SUMMARY OF DATA ON THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE SCALE

BY TREATMENT GROUPS AND ADMINISTRATIONS (N = 96)

mollogwvaiitesso ..111111111Mg....lb

Treatment

Croups
Round 1

A. Round 2 , Round 3
Mean'A/7:7715. Mean S.D. Mean .177=

A. Concept: "Tests"
1. Adjective pair:

Group 1
Group 2
Group 3
Group

01.14VIMMSJOININIMOMOIMPNW..-

"good-bad"

4.56! 1.16
2.44! .93

2.32! 1.09
2.31 .93

2.27 ' 1,15
2.64 1.15
2,44 1.26
2.15 1.08

Round 4
Mean S.D.

A JMNIIINSMATIMMEDIONOMM

2,56: 1.04
2.701 .78

2.52: 1.12

2.36; .64

2. Adjective pair: "meaningful-meaningless"

Group 1 2.15 : 1.08 2.63
Group 2 2,e2 1.47 ; 2,96
Group 3 2.52 1.23 2.57
Group 4 2.19 1,13 ! 3.27

1,12
1.43
1.12
1,99

1INIPIMINIP'N.PIMAIICISMIPM101011

2.35 .65

2,41, 1.12
2.601 1.04

2,40: .71

2.76 1,30
3.07, 1.33
2.36: .76

2.56 1,08

3. Adjective fair.unffaairr""
Group 1 2.50 1.03 , 3.04 1.22

2.84 1 1.11 1 3.04' 1.37
2.68 1 1.25 i 2.95! 1.53
2.88 1,28 3.08. 1.35

401.11.1111OMMMICIIMMINIS

2.50, 1,V2
2.46 1.21

2.88 1.39
2.79, 1.50

Group 2
Group 3
Grow) 4

INNIM41.4100.

4. Adjective pa .r: "interesting- borxnc"
Group 1 2.35 ! 1,22 4 2,52! 1,16 2.44!
Group 2 2.54 i 1,10 2.811 1.00 2.96;
Group 3 2.48 ' 1.30 2.57i .99 : 2.721
Group 4 2,73 1 1,31 2.73. 1,28 ! 3.12

2.721 .94 : 2,48, .79

2.961 1.13 ! 2.88. 1.07
2.721 1.43 3,08 1.29

2.791 1.14 2.70 .93

5. Adjective pa

Groun 1
Group 2
Group 3
Group 4

ir: "Pleasant-unpleasant"

3,71 1.22
4.24 1,30
4.12 : 1.17

4.08 ; 1.62

3,46 :

4,22
1 4.32 ,

3.81

1.14 3.44
1,25 4.151
1.17 I 3.63i
1.17 : 3,921

1.16
1.22
1.17
1.36

2.54 1.38

2.81 1.1S
2.64 1,08
2.83 1.11

6. Adiective pair: "necessary -unnecessarv"

Group 1 1.81 ! .80 ! 1.81 1 .92

Group 2
oup 3

1.80 .82 1 2,00 .67

Gr 1.72 1.10 ! 2.17! 1.34
Grout) 4 1.96 , 1.11 1 2.381 1,55

on

1.39
1.17
1.35
1.38

I
3.42
3.54
3.72
4.22

=nonmorrAn
1.10
1.30
1.14'

1.28

1 1.80 1.00
2.26! 1.02
2.20: 1.23
.24: 93

2.09-i

2.50 1.68
2.12 1.05
2.35 1.15

F
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TABLE 28-.Continued4!7110:01117

7. Adjective lair: "valuable-wortMess"

Grow) 1 2.11 .79

Group 2 2.28 .74

2.28 .89

2.15 1.01110111

2.37 .97 2.32 .95

Gtour 4
Grout, 3

2.32 .77 2.74 .90

! 2.13 .82 2.16 .69

. 2.23 .91 ! 2.40 1.00

2.48
2.23
2.26
2.61

8. Adjective Pair:" "beneficial-harmful"dielCM%
Group 1
Group 2
Grout, 3

Group 4

2,35 1.09
2.56 1 .92

2.28 1 1.06

2.31 1 1.12

1

I

1

I

JG F Z.

.95

! .86

.79

1 1.03

".WMIUMN,-:.4r
2.521 1..09 i 2.58 .83

3.00 1.00 2.77 .99

2.96 1.37 I 2,60 1.12

2.68, 1.07 1 2.78 1.00

2.74 1.02

2.,74 1.32

2.54 1.14

B. Concert: "Teacher Meetings"

1. Adiective pair: "hood -bad'"

ilroup 1 2.04
1

1.29 2.19 : .92 I 2.08 1.15 ! 2.63 ; 1.2

Group 2 2.27 .88

5

2.54 I .96 2.56 .97 2.52 1.05
.

3Grow 2.44 1.26 2.57 1 1.27 2.52 1.45 2.76 1.45

ftuo 4 2.12 1.40 2.15 ' .93 2.38 1.10 .
2.12 i .60

.....

2. Adtactive pair:

Group 1

Group 2

2.26 1.32

2.42 .86

Grour 3 2.28 1.02

Group 4 2.31 1 1.46

"meaninqful.ameaninaless"

2.33 I 1.21 1 2.721

2.61 1.03 2.78

2.78 1.57 I 2.68

2.54 , 1.56 i 2.32
I

1.75
1.45
1.65
.85

2!

3. Adjective Pair: "interesting - boring"

GrOup 1 2.59 1.22 ' 2.67 1.24 2.521 1,39

Group 2
Group 3

3.19 1.30 3.32 1.31 17.26

2.92 1.61 2.91 1.73 3.08 1,55

Group 4 2.73 1.49 2.96 1.56 2,80 1.29

4. Adjective nair:

Grour 1 2.37 1.08

Group 2 2.73 1.22

Group 3 2.88 1.33

Group 4 2.38 1.06

5. Adjective hair:

"rleasant-unnleasant"

9.56
2.57
3.26
3.04

2.54 1.29

2.31 1,01

2,72 1.46-

2.37 1.34

2.58 1.32

1

2.88 1.28

1

3.12 1.64

1 2.79 1.44
..........................

2.56 1.29 I 2.36 1.10

2.74 .96 2.65 1.33

3.161 1.43 3.00 1.29

2.80i 1.19 2.92 1.21

"necessary-unnecessarv"

Group 1 1.59 1,08 1.93 1.07 1.841 1.03

MEM 1=.....

2:00

r n PM MM. MI

1.29

Grotto 2 2.12 .99 2.25 1.18 1.93 .73 1.85 .68

Group 3 2,04 1.46 2.09 1.28 2,16 1.43 2,28 1.43

Group 4 1.73 1.12 2.04 1,34 2.24 1.13 2.25 j 1.26

4 , 4'
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TABLE 2;3-Continued

Treatment L_Round 1 t Round 2 Round 3

Groups 1TfiaTr="1.=7 7:47i5 .,.

6.

Groun 1
Group 2
Group 3
Group 4

Adjective pair: vz.luabl-worthless"

2.11
2.27
2.16
2.00

1.19
.82

1.03
.99

1 2,15

2.32

2,52

.72

11.34
2.38 ! 1.39

ANUS 74~1PPMq~MMWOWINIIIMOlt,.16101WMIMANWAO.OrWa

2.16
2.41

2.56
2.32

1.14
1.19
1.50

: .90 '

7. Adisctive

Grout) 1

Group 2
Group 3
Group u

1.96
2.35
2.08

1.96

nair:

.94

.75

1.15
.87

"benefici31-harmful"

2.22 .85

2:29 .60

2.39 1.12

2.08 , .94

8. Adjective nair:

Group 1

Group 3

2.26 1.26

Group .2 2.85 1.22

2.36 1.32

Group 4 2.08 1.22

Round 4

,F4111141111MINIIMM.7110,

2,50 1,38

2.19 .94

2.84 1.38

2./7 64

2,28 -.79 1 2.25 .79

2.19 .79 1 2.23 .95

2.72 1 1.43 1 2.52 1 1.09

2.72 1.24 2.29 1.12

"successful-unsuccessful".11110111 INOMIRIIIImMONPINFLW
2.48 1 1.34 ! 2.44 1,47

2,43 , .57 I 2.37 1.01

2.52 1 1.24 I 2,64 1.63

2.32. 1.20 2.52 1.09 '

raN1711110-46M.1410,1461.

C. Concept: "School Administrators"

lt Adjective Pair: "good-bad"

Group 1 1.41 .50 1.67 ! .68

Group 2 1.81 .69

Grow> 3 1.52 .82

Gromn 4 1.77 1.11

2. Adjective pair:

Group 1 1.48

Group 2 2,27

Group 3 1.72

Group 4 1.73

1.61 I .63

1.74 ,,69

1.96 1 1.00

2.54 i 1.47

2,38 I .90

2,60 1 1.29

2.21 i .78

1,68 I. .80

1.78 1 .75

1.84 1 .94

2.04 1.00

Nleaninlless-meaninafulu.

I

1.56 .6t. 1.60 .91

2.36 1.52 1 2.07 .87

1.91 .67 1 1.88 .80

2.38 1.39 2.18 1.03

1.921 ..93
2,07 1.07

1.16 I .89

1.95 .79
wwwwommerwarwmIlibrommormwat

3. Adjective pair: "fair-unfair"

Grow) 1 1.41 .69 1.74

Group 2 2.12 1.31 1.79

Grour 3 1.76 1.13 2.09

Group 4 1.88 .91 2.19

4. Adjective flair:

Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Gr.41222.

1.52
1.81
1.46
1.88

.71

.83

..90

1,20

1.80

196
1.99

"neIative-nositive"

1.92 .93

2.19 1.10
2.20 1.12

2*221...°8°

1

.87 1.83

.19 2.15

.76 1.88

1.09 , 2.04
AOMMIIIPtION0111010

0.15

1.2/
.83

5

1.76 .78 1.63 i
.65

1.85 .77 r 1.85 83
1,92 1 1.08 .711.80

2,12 L. .88 2.04 1.04

vorimasommtarmrowskiiirilmemia,pwrsrlisit

1
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TABLE 28-- Continued

Il J>

'mow

Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

C AA4e1~41.4tra v.r.ef.eAtlelftil.ml1ntAArifu1"

1.60 .71 ;

2.19 1,08 1

2.24 1.33 1

2.04 .94

Groun 1

Group 2
Grow, 3
Grow) 4

1.33
2.04
1.60
1.77

.62

1.11
.71

.82

1.93
1.89
1.74
1.88

1.14

1.03
.69

.91

6. Adjective nair:

Group 2

Gp

1.48 .51

rou

1.92 .95 i

1

2.12 .77 i

Group 3

Grow) 1

Allk
4 2.27 1.00

offia.0.60 .017.111

1

I

"valuable-worthless"

1.897770
1.89; .89

2.131 1.10
2.04 .72

1.79
2.23
1.92
2.00

.;88

1.18
.76

98

7. Adjective nair: "harmf?1-beneficial"

Grout) 1 1.73 1 1.12

Group 2 1.96 .77

Group 3 2.09 1 1.12

Group 4 2.27 ' 1.12

1.85 .99

1.85 .71

2.22 1.17

2.08 .98

2,04
2.19
2.08
2.28

1,92
2.07
2.36
2.20

De Concept; Homemmk1
15. Ad'ect3ve Hair: "q°°d"bad"

3.04 1.16 1Group 1 2.70 1 1.17

Group 2 2.92 I 1.29

Group 3 3.16 1.43

Groun 4 2.92 1.35

3.07 1.30
3.13 1.39 i

2-92 1.06

1.21
.96

1.00
1 02

1.751 .74

1.92 t .89
2.40 1.38

2.25 1.07

2.04 1.04
2.12 1.24
2.28 1.02
2.17 1.13

2,96 1 1.14 2.791

3,11 ; 1.19 3.111

3.09-1 1.35 3.161

2.96 .94 2.92

1.14
1.25
1.11
1,26

2. Adjective pair: "meaningless-meaningful"

Group 1 2.63 1.25 2.70 ! 1.07

Group 2
Group 3

2.88 1./8
2.96 1.37 . 2.87 ! 1.33

3.00 1.44

Group 2.65 1.36

3. Adiective pair: "fair-unfair"

2.96 1.27 f 2,92f 1.21

2.85 1.26 2.921 1.20

3.04 1.43 3.20 1.19

%.

1IProompormourammaassmaxmasel ameavotiawsmas

Group
___-.....___

Group 2

3.08
3.15

1...

1.64

...........,.............,

.:

2.93

.95
..

1.33

i 2.84 1

3.07 1

1.25
1.52 E

2.70
2.85

1.06
1 1.41

Grow 3 2.68 1.31 3.17 1.40 3,08 1.35 3.161 1.31

Group 4 2.77 1.42 3.00 1.47 2,88 1.15 : 2.79 1.38
WWII.

4. Adiective nair:
eratliwart
Group 1
3roup 2
Group 3
Group 4

"neqative-nositive"

tarreevack

41Ls3. )- ,

3.33 1.07 3.52 1.01 3.20

t3.96 1.37 3.67 1 1.36 3.96

4.43 1 1.41 4,043.60 1.12
3.85 1.32 , 3.96 1.37 4.08

...........................

11..1.2
"1"

1.32 3.58 1 1.27

1.27 3.83 1.27

1.19 3.54 1.35

"111"1111","
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TABLE 286-Continued

Treatmen*
iew...Amogrosst

Round 1

Grows

5.

Group 1
Group 2
Group 3
Group 4

misrissommerforgarsrmeco.wretwamlawronsawawria.
YONNIMORININOMMIII.ONIIMINIMINIOROWNWIII wattmekwowelompraraoharserresavo

Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Me.an

AAJect.tv ,11,41,.: nunnleAsant-nleaRan+"

Nean S. ear. D.

2.74
3.04
2.92
3.28

1.35
1.59
1.41

1 1.65 ,

3.00 1

3.04 i

3.09 I

3.04 1

1.39
1.80

1.44

1.46

2.88! 1.62
3.GG! 1.39

i

i 2,961 1,34

1 2.92 1,50

2.75
2.77

3,20

3.25

1.23
1.53
1.35
1.48

6. Adjective pair:

Group 1 2.81 1.21

Group 2 2.65 1.33

Group 3 2.60 1.08

Group 4 2.85 1.35

"necessary - unnecessary"

2.56 I 1.12

3.04 1.48

2.78 1.24

2.96 ! 1.15

7. Adjective pair: "valuable - .worthless"
ern marftw.~. 'arm.

Group 1 2.48 .89 2.59 1.05

Group 2 2.62 1.20 2.93 1.27

Group 3 2.60 .96 2.37 1.55

Groun 4 2,58 1.03 2.88 ? 1.18

2.76 1.36

2,81 1.24
3.041 1.33

2.721 1.17

40,

2.64 1.04

2.70 I 1.17

3.08 1 1.38

2.84 1,31

2.58 1 .93

2.62 1.17
2.96 1.17

2.88 . 1.15

2.75 I 1.11
2.54 1 .99

3,00 1 1.16
2.88 1 1.12

ff. Adjective nair: "harmful-beneficial"

Group 1 2.96 1.28 2.85 : 1.12

Group 2 3.35 1,44 3.39 1.52

Group 3 3.04 1.14 3.39 1.53

Groun 4 3.19 1.30 3.35 1 1.38

3.00 1.16 3.04 1.27

1.07 1.30 3.31 1.26

3.161 1.11 i 3.5$ 1.29

3,281 1.34 3.00 j 1.22

E. Concent: "Teachin7 Work Load"

1. Adjective pair: "good-bad" --

Group 1 2.46 1.24 2.77 1.21 2.63 1,38 2.46 1.10

Group 2 3.36 1.75 3.54 1 1.84 3.41 1.76 3.23 1.77

Group 3 2,52 1.16 2.52 1 1.47 2.56 1.23 2.48 1.33

Grou 4 2.96 1 1.84 3 . 1.77 . 1.55 i 2.80 1..22

Adjective pair: "fair-unfair"
,

.....

Group 1 2.68 1.38 2.58 1.10 2.251 1.07 2.25 .79

Group 2 2.60 1.26 2.85 1.77 ma 1.57 3.27 1.78

Group 3 2.20 1,12 2.43 1,47 2,60 1.29 2.56 1.50

Grou 4 2.65 1.16 3.31 i 1,57 3.28 1.43 i 2.63 1.35

3. Adjective pair:

Group 1 1.46

Group 2 1.72

Group 3 1.52

Group 4 1.73

"interesting-borine
.71 1.79 ,88

1.42 1 2.00 1 1.20

.59 1 1.67 .70

76 ! 2.04 f 1.08
sespomeammewirwmigmrowersomwsumwsw.

011111014111

`;'
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TABLE 28 3n*inued

alAwmmusorwwwmorassowswommowwm.......~.. ear.rw..misomigtswomat.....~0.mits~wwomeromwormta
Treatment Raund 1

Gro2pe ealiTEr.

ItOMPONNONNIIIMMC

.4.91.1111ftwela.1.11W.W.
IloweemilMelonslomailli

Round 2 Round 3 lounr.t__
Mean

an. DU roc IM..1~...'0;M.PrIMINVela a ,111NIfOIMNIO

4, Adjective pair: "unpleaant-pleasant"P.%.7Con ,
Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

2.04 .96

2.40 1.32 2.85 1.51 2.56 1.50

1.06 .74

2.46 1.22- 2.46 1.53 1

2.78 1.27: 1 2.38 1.10

Group 4 2,19 1.30 2.50 1,3s 2.20 1.04
.0.........111~110.1~ %imprIsseMIMANNIWIY111141111104

5, Adjective pair!:

1Leif
2.55
1.16
2.33

.95

1.55
1.14
1.20

"necessary-unnecessary"
-

Group 1 1.54
Group 2 2.44
Group 3 1.88

2E22Pt...L..EI.911

.65

1.76
1 1.39

1.85 I
2.07 i

1978 I
2.31 1

1.01
1.11
1.13
1.54

1.79
2.04
2.12
2.28

.83

1.14
1.17

147

1 2.08
1 2.62
i 2.04

1 2.13

1.14
1.65

1 1.02

1 1.26

6. Adjective pair:

Group 1
Group 2
Grciup 3

group 4

1.77 .71 2.15 .93 1.92 .72 ' 2.17 1 1.17

2.16 1.03 2.37 1.12 2.48 1.28 ! 2.38 1.33

2.12 1,24 2.17 I .89 1.84 .62 I 1.92 1 .95

2.08 1.09 . 2.08 1 1.16 2.20 1.00 2.13 1 .85

valuable-worthless"
TOWNOMIGIMMIONIMMONIMasm.DMOMMINN.Y46.1~711111IMMIIIIIMIN04114i

7. Adjective pair: "harmful-beneficial"

Group 1 1.96 1.00 2.58 I 1.45 1 2.08 ! 1.06 2.00 1.06

Group 2 3.00 1.68 2.81 1 1.52 ! 2.74 I 1.48 ! 2,54 1.6Z

Group 3 2.24 1.51 2,35 1.34 2.12 i 1.24 1 1.92 1.3,2

Group 4 2.15 1.35 2.73 1.66 . 2.44 I 1.29 ' 2.63 1.50

. Concepv:: "Grading"

1. Aejective air: "good-bad"

Grow) 1 3.30

Group 2 3.92
Group 3 3.20

Grout, 4 3.12

11.01.0.1.1.M101.1Mr

1.73 ' 3.19 I 1.30 3.16 1.41 3.25 1.48

1.62
1.63

3.70 1 1,66 3.69 1 1.'14 3.93 1.41

3.30 1.10 3.08 1.61 3.24 1.56

1.56 3'23 1.52.1___ULL1221....___IILJAK._.

2. Adjective gla

Group 1 2.74 1 1.13

Group 2 3.50 1.53

Group 3 3.20 1.63.

Group 4 2.46 1.21

"meaningless-meaningful"
3.04

I 3.46

3.39

3. Adiecrive pair:

1.22
1.69
1.85

"fair-unfair"

2.68 1 1.22

2

3.04 1,34

.96 1.57
3.04 ! 1.37

11111110

3,25 1.48

3.73 1.69

3.03

1I
1.47

1 1.20
INAMOIMMPIIIMIIIMP.Amain......1&=.1.71.......1.14.0.0.......6111~

Group 1
Group 2
Group 3
Group 4

3.52 ' 1.63

4.12 1,58
3,33 1.37
3.35 1 1.33

3.26 I 1.40
3.70 1.59
3.57 159
3.35 1 1.41

2.88 ! 1.45

3.81 1.60
3.08 lt53

3.36 1.60

6") <r) p '777 , '"".; = "
,:t 4. .

3.04 ! 1.33

3.54 I 1.36

3.36
1

1.50

3.00 1.25
AVONINIPIIMIPWIMONOINAMMOMMIOWIR~I

wiftwoomlf..w.V.

mermionnylamer.mirg-71~1001/11401r1IIIIIMPIMI1114110-

;;;:) ,
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TA3LE 28.-Continued

WO, ``',OrA4.7.0 11.4"7111MM.X.1.111.,e11MoteitAl lIewhemollmomparglwrp
.111% allIbrf.

Treatmenv

Groups
Round 1 Round 2

Mean i S.D. 77:17777767..v.r...swoorOm..AWmonammirwwwwwo voms.....rethL. ~ma

,Aramernman ~~~ormoromenomm
Round 3 1 Round 4

Mean '77b, 11601715=

4. Wee-rite pair: "unplAasant-Pleasant"

Group 1 .--- 4.41 I 1.53 4.70 1 1.35 I 3.52 i 1.35 1 4.29 1.49
_

Grown 2 5.46 1 1.27
I

5.39 1.34 1 4,95 i 1.43 / 4,77 1,45
Group 3 4.20 1 1.58 4.22 1.57

$
4.33 ! 1.66 4.16 1.57

Group 4 3.96 1 1,64 4.60 1.53 4.63 ' 1.50 4.46: 1.44IIIPSON.O000........... ....P.Mrsft...an.............0.,

legOOMINISOMO. ~~.111rMaCMOONM
5. Adiec%Ive. nair: "necessary-unnecessary"

Group 1 2.44 1 1.5 0 7.44 1 1.31
Group 2 2.77 1,63 ! 2.36 1.42
Grout 3 2,56 I 1.78 ! 2.65 1.50
Group 4 2.08 ; 1.09 1 2.08 .94...1.17011111110

6.

Grown 1
Croup 2
Group 3
Group 4

7

Group 1
Group 2
Group 3
Group 4

Adjective Pair:

2.93 1.44

3.46 i 1.45
2.93 1.44
2.54 1 1.14

Adiective nair:

3.04 1.46
3,77 1.37
3.21 1.64
3.04 1.46

2.32 1.44

2,67 1 1.47

2.60 1 1,56
2.68 f 1.25

ft valuable-worthless"

1 3.11 1.25
1 2.96 1.32
' 2.78 1.00

2.69 1.09

2.17 1.24
2.38 1 1.39
2.64 1 1.52
2.71 1 1.27

AVIIIMPrerla

2.63 .99

2.67 1.04
2.72 1 1.21

3,00 1.26

2.58 .65

2.81 1.30

2.92 1.44

2.96 1.16

"harmfnl-beneficial"

1 3.22 1.20 1

1 4..00 1.68
' 3.30 1 1.52

2.96 1 2118

G. Concept: "%aching As a Career"
1. Adiec+iye nair: "good-had"

Grown 1 1757"--777---1M7 1 .57 i 1.40
Group 2 1.19 .40 I 1.43 I .74 1 1.56
Group 3 1.28 .54 1.26 1 .45 i 1.40
Group 4 1.23 .52 : 1.27 , .53 I 1.52

2,68 i 1.03 i 3.08 1 4 ."."."."...L8

3.33 1.36 3.62 1.27

3.04 1.57 3.28 1.51

3.40 1.41 . 3.42 1.38

~MINOR

romr.anok

.50

1.09
.76
.71

1.38 458

1.52- ,85

1.32' .63

1.44 .58

2 Adjective pair: "meaningless-meaningful.'"

1.22 .42 1.48 I

1.36 .62 1.41 1

1.43 1 1.08 1.44
1.31 1 .68 1.44

Group 1 1.11i .32

Group 2 1.42, 1.21
Group 3 1.36 1.22

1

Groups 4 1.12 1 .33., MINIMMEIMMIIIIINIMMIEwMOMIIMMIMOMMr}.101.1.1.7111141.11111LIMIMI

3. Adiective pair: "fair-unfair"

Group 3. 1.63 .74 1.58 I .90

Group 2 2.31 1.26 2.25 1.21
Group 3 1.68 .85 1.77 1.07
Grouro 4 1.62 .90

1

1 1.96 , 1.34

1.05 1.71 1.63
.11.1

1,05 1.35 .56

1.23 1.44 1.08

.51 , 1.58 1 .93

1.68 .95

2.15 Z 1.32
1.64 1.00
1.80 100

1.79 .93

2.27 I 1.25

1.96 1 1.24

1.88 .95
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TABLE 28-Continued

Treatment Round 1

Groups

4. Adjective pair:

Group 1 1.41
Group 2 1.65
Group 3 1.36
Group 4 1.46

! Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Mean] S.D. Mean S. Mei6777=

"unpleasant-pleasant"

5. Adjective pa r:

1.56 .64 / 1.36

1.75 1.11 I 1.70

1.39 ..50 1,36

1.31 .55 1.56

"unsuccessful - successful"

1.50
1.5^
1.48
1.50

.78

.65

.87

,59

Group 1

Group 2
Group 3
Grou 4

1.07

1.15
1.12
1.27

.27

.37

.33

.60

1.19
1.32
1.26
1.31

.40

.5

.45

.69

1.32
1.74
1.36
1.48

.56

1.32

j

.57

.71

1.29
1.58
1.24
1.94

.62

1.39
.52
.83

6. Adjective pair: "valuable-worthless"
Of Iso~.

1.52 .51

2.26 1.43

1.61 .66

1.46 .71

41111 ...AS
Group 1 1.67 .73

Group 2 2.00 .85

Group 3
T

1.521 .59
Group 4

'.'""
1.92 i 1.23

" . .

: 1.64 .70 1.96 1.33

2.07 I 1.24 1.88 I .77

1 1.58 .65 1.68 .80

1.67 .70 1.63 ,71


